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CURRENT TOPICS. 


In view of the necessity for the absence during the 
coming circuits of an unusually large number of the Lords 
Justices of Appeal, the Lord Chancellor has intimated 
his readiness to sit with the Court of Appeal, so as to 
prevent delay in the disposal of the cases awaiting 
hearing. 





Ir May BE HOPED that the first judicial appointment 
of the Government marks the introduction of a new 
principle of selection of county court judges—we mean 
the principle of selection by merit. Mr. Holroyd, the new 
county court judge, is, in the opinion of all who know 
him, eminently qualified, both by his legal attainments 
and his candid and upright mind, to fill a poet in 
filling which the first of these qualities have been some- 
times wholly disregarded, and the second has been 
supposed to accompany most certainly fiery and pug- 
nacious partisanship. 





Ir HAS BEEN ANNOUNCED in the daily papers that the 
“ Farmers’ Candidate Committee” of Herefordshire have 
resolved to allow their member, Mr. Duckham, M.P., 
£500 per annum for watching their interests in Parlia- 
ment. If this statement is correct, the committee 
may be advised to consider the resolution passed 
by the House of Commons on the 2nd of May, 
1695, ‘‘ That the offer of any money, or other 
advantage, to any member of Parliament, for the 
promoting of any matter whatsoever, depending or 
to be transacted in Parliament, is a high crime and mis- 
demeanour, and tends to the subversion of the English 





Constitution ;”’ and the further resolution of the House 
in 1858, ‘*‘ That it is contrary to the usage and deroga- 
tory to the dignity of this House that any of its mem- 
bers should bring forward, promote, or advocate in this 
House any proceeding or measure in which he may have 
acted or been concerned, for or in consideration of any 
pecuniary fee or reward.’ It may be, as the late Lord 
Campbell always maintained, that there is no reason, in 
point of law, why any member of Parliament should not 
at the present day insist on the revival of the old prac- 
tice of payment of wages. But these wages would, of 
course, be payable by the constituents generally ; and a 
proposal by a section of a member's constituents to pay 
a yearly sum to him for advocating their special interests 
rests on a totally different footing. 





Bur FoR THE FALLAcIEs contained in a letter on the 
Hares and Rabbits Bill in the Times of Thursday, signed 
‘*B.,” the terseness and vigour of the style might have 
induced us to attribute it to a learned Lord Justice, but 
the legal and economic unsoundness of the reasoning 
makes us hesitate to ascribe it to so high an 
authority. The term ‘‘freedom of contract,” which 
the writer uses, has been called by some a fetish, 
and without adopting that description to its full extent, 
the phrase certainly sometimes stands for sound without 
sufficient meaning. Strictly stated, what is meant 
by freedom of contract? Does it mean liberty to make 
any promise? Ifso the liberty exists. Dces it mean 
liberty to bind yourself by any obligation? If so no 
one contends it ought to exist. Ought there to be 
liberty to enter into a binding obligation to be slave to 
another, or to do an immoral act? If not, why not? 
Only because the State judges such relations and acts to 
be mischievous, and refuses to lend its sanction to pro- 
visions for their creation and performance. If then the 
State is of opinion that in any other branch of contract 
particular obligations are mischievous, why should it not - 
interfere to except them from the general sanction 
which it attaches to innocuous contracts? Itis here, 
then, that what may be called a legal fallacy exists, 
because the fallacy consists in leaving out of account the 
fact that contracts, so far as known to the law, need to be 
rendered effective by the law, and are not things which 
stand and effectuate themselves of their own force. But 
it is quite a different question what contracts ought to 
be brought under the class of exceptions, and in this 
respect economic considerations have an important, 
often a determining, influence. Now, one consideration 
of this nature lies upon the surface, and is illustrated by 
numerous instances. Where a monopoly exists, whether 
created by the Legislature or the effect of natural 
causes, the Legislature has frequently interposed to 
protect the interests of the State, which mean the 
interests of its citizens. Whether in a particular in- 
stance the monopoly is of such a nature as to justify 
the limitation of the so-called freedom of contract must 
be decided npon particular circumstances, but the 
matter must not be decided by vague appeals to sound- 
ing phrases and mere abstract reasoning. 





Tue casE of Jones v. Rimmer, which will be found 
noted elsewhere, deserves attention, although the omis- 
sion against which it warns practitioners is not very 
likely to be made. Upon a sale by the court of leasehold 
property one of the lots was described as “all those 
four leasehold houses situated, &c., and now let at the 
respective rents of,’ &c., but the ground rent subject 
to which the houses were held was not stated. The pur- 
chaser applied to be discharged from his contract on the 
ground that the particulars of sale were misleading in not 
stating that the property comprised in the lot was held 
subject to a ground-rent of £43 a year. The Court of 
Appeal decided in favour of the purchaser, and the 
Master of the Rolls said that he was justified in conclud- 
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ing from the particulars that the property he was buying 
was not subject to any substantial ground-rent, There 
were special circumstances in favour of this conclusionin 
the particular case; and it is unquestionably right that 
the onus should be thrown on the vendor of stating dis- 
tinctly and fully what it is that is going to be sold, but 
one cannot help suggesting that the tendency of the 
decision in the recent case is somewhat dangerous, and 
that a purchaser who chooses to bid for a property des- 
cribed as leasehold, without taking the trouble to enquire 
whether it is or is not held at a substantial ground-rent, 
does not deserve much sympathy. 





THERE HAVE BEEN NO SILK Gowns at the Scottish bar 
except those of the Lord Advocate and the Solicitor- 


General; hence the arrival in the Court of Session on 
Saturday week of a bevy of four silk-clad gentlemen 
who announced that they were the bearers of patents 
appointing them Queen’s Counsel appears to have occa- 
sioned considerable embarrassment. The Lord Advocate 
after informing the court that he and his companions 
had been appointed Queen’s Counsel at the English 
bar, asked that the patents might be recorded ‘in 
order to give them due precedence at the bar.” But 
the Lord President said that as there was no inner and 
outer bar, he did not see any reason for the court 
taking special cognizance of their appointment. This 
was somewhat depressing, but the judicial congratula- 
tions appear to have been hearty, and possibly the 
Scottish courts and bar may hereafter awake to the ad- 
vantages of an inner bar. 





On Saturpay tast, the day appointed for keeping the 
Queen’s Birthday, the judges in the courts of the 
Chancery and Common Law Divisions, in honour of the 
day, appeared in full costume, as did also all the Queen’s 
Counsel. Thus has been at length established a happy 
uniformity of practice, which also extends to the 
sittings of the courts. In recent times, before the 
Judicature Acts came into operation, it was the custom 
in the Chancery Division for the Lord Chancellor, by 
general order, to make the Queen’s Birthday a holiday, 
and since that time several of the chancery judges have 
kept up the custom, and last year not one of them sat on 
that day, except the Masfer of the Rolls. The latter 
learned judge, however, this year expressed his intention 
to act as his brethren should decide to act, but so 
benficial was the influence of his example last year that 
everyone of the chancery courts was this year open on 
the Queen’s Birthday. 





Ir 1s unperstToop that before the Chancery Pay master 
removed to the Royal Courts of Justice the number of 
persons daily entering that building was counted and was 
found to be about 5,000; but since the Chancery Pay- 
master has had his offices in the building, the number of 
persons daily entering has been officially estimated at 
10,000 at least. 








The annual dinner of the Pitt Club was held on June 
2 in the large dining-room attached to the Grosvenor 
Gallery Library, when the chair was occupied by Dr. 
Spinks, Q.C. 


The members of the Northern and North-Eastern 
Circuits have invited Sir Farrer Horschell, Q.C., M.P., 
to a dinner to take place at Willis's Rooms, King. 
street, St. James’s, on Saturday next, the 12th inst., in 
order to celebrate his recent appointment as Her 
Majesty’s Solicitor-General. 





TINKERING THE BILLS OF SALE ACT. 


‘Tux representatives of the commercial classes having 


succeeded in passing, in the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, 
one of the most ill-considered pieces of legislation in 
the Statute-book, are now busily engaged in trying to 
“amend” it. A little Bill, covering only two sides of a 
sheet of paper, to which we drew attention last session, 
has been again introduced by Mr. Whitwell and other 
gentlemen. It is entitled a “ Bill to amend the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1878, Amendment Act.” We are tolerably familiar 
with the Act of 1878, but where is this ‘* Amendment 
Act” which is now to be amended to befound? Notin 
the Statute-book at all events. And as the Bill provides 
(clause 3) that it isto be cited as “The Bills of Sale 
Act (1878) Amendment Act, 1880,” we conclude that the 
title of the Bill is merely a little device to bewilder the 
profession, like the celebrated proviso at the end of sec- 
tion 6 of the Act of 1878, 

Passing from this matter we come to the contents 
of the Bill, which consists, first, of an attempt to make 
into law the doctrine of the Common Pleas Division in 
Davies v. Goodman (28 W. R. 150). It is proposed to 
repeal section 8 of the Act of 1878, which, as our readers 
will remember, avoids an unattested and unregistered 
bill of sale in certain cases only; and to provide that 
“every bill of sale to which the principal Act applies 
shall be duly attested, and shall be registered in accord- 
ance with the provisions of that Act within seven days 
after the execution thereof, and shall set forth the con- 
sideration for which it was given, and such bill of sale 
shall not be valid as a security or have any force or effect 
either at law or in equity until it has been so attested 
and registered as aforesaid.” 

First of all, let us look at the language of this curious 
clause. As the Bill is to be read with the principal 
Act (clause 2), the definition of “ bill of sale” in that Act 
will be applicable; hence the words ‘‘to which the 
principal Act applies” are surplusage. The words “shall 
be” before “ registered” are also surplusage, and more- 
over raise a doubt whether “duly attested” means 
attested as prescribed in the principal Act. The 
words ‘‘ within seven days after the execution thereof” 
are inaccurate as a statement of the provisions of the 
Act of 1878. What that Act provides is that the bili of 
sale, &c., shall be presented to, and the copy and affidavit 
filed with, the registrar ‘‘ within seven clear days after 
the making or giving of such bill of sale.’ The new 
clause attaches no penalty to not setting forth the 
consideration, and apparently a bill of sale not 
setting it forth is to be valid as a security, and to 
have force and effect both ‘‘at law and in equity.” 
The question whether this is so or not will, however, 
certainly be the subject of litigation. ‘Such bill of 
sale’ —that is, a bill of sale duly attested, registered, and 
setting forth the consideration—“ shall not be valid, 
&c., until it has been so attested and registered as afore- 
said’? !! And can the draftsman who has framed the 
provision that ‘‘such bill of sale” shall not “have any 
force or effect at law or in «quity’”’ have heard of the 
Judicature Act ? 

So much for the language of this clause; now let us 
turn to its substance. Ought the bill of sale to be made: 
void as against the grantor if the conditions as to attes- 
tation and registration are not complied with? It does 
not seem unreasonable that the bill of sale should be 
made void as against the grantor if the provisions 
intended for his protection are not observed, al- 
though it may be suggested that the risk that the 
grantee will lose his security in case of bankruptcy 
or execution furnishes already a very substantial 
guarantee against the omission of the conditions 
necessary to due attestation. But the Bill proposes to 
go further, and te provide that ‘if the grantor of a bill 
of sale shall, within four months after the registration 
thereof, commit or suffer any of the acts or defaults 
deemed to be and included under the expression ‘ acts of 
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bankruptcy,’ euch bill of sale shall be void as a preferen- 
tial security as against the trustee of the debtor, and 
shall only entitle the grantee.or holder thereof to rank 
as an ordinary creditor against the debtor's estate.” 
It will be observed that when once the grantor of 
the bill of sale has, within the four months, com- 
mitted an act of bankruptcy, the bill of sale is to be 
void as a preferential security against a trustee under 
the bankruptcy of the grantor at any time afterwards. 
Can this be intended? The result of the enactment of 
such a provision will probably be to put an end to the 
making of bills of sale. If this is the object, it would 
be better to accomplish it by direct legislation, and not 
by a side wind. 

We incline to think, indeed, that the abolition of bills 
of sale must be the object of the framers of the Bill, for, 
not content with these provisions, they propose (clause 9) 
that ‘‘ within seven days after the registration of a bill 
of sale, notice thereof shali be given by the grantee by 
advertisement in the London Gazette, and such notice 
shall state the name, address, and occupation of the 
person by whom the bill of sale was given, and also the 
name of the person to whom or in whose favour it was 
given.” Considering the wide sweep of the provisions of 
the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, which imposed the necessity 
of registration as bills of sale on classes of instruments 
executed by persons very far removed from the class for 
whose protection the provisions of the present Bill are 
intended, this proposal seems to us to be simply out- 
rageous. 

By another clause it is provided that every bill of 
sale, whereby the grantee shall have power to seize ‘‘ any 
property,” shall have attached thereto, or written there- 
on, a schedule containing an inventory of all the goods 
and chattels therein referred to, ‘‘and such bill of sale 
shall be a security only in respect of the goods and 
chattels enumerated and described in the said schedule, 
which were the property of the grantor at the time of 
the execution of the bill of sale, and shall so continue 


during the period within which the bill of sale is a sub. 


sisting security.” It is curious to speak of goods com- 
prised in a bill of sale as continuing the property of the 
grantor, but reading this clause according to the natural 
construction, it would really appear that by selling any of 
the goods and chattels comprised in the schedule the 
grantor of the bill of sale is to be able at any time to 
deprive the grantee of his security. The bill of sale is to 
bea security only in respect of the goods and chattels de- 
scribed in the schedule which continue to be the property 
of the grantor during the period within which the bill 
of sale is a subsisting security. Can this really be 
meant? Apparently not, for a proviso immediately 
follows that, “in default of such schedule as aforesaid, 
the grantee or holder of a bill of sale shall thereby 
be entitled to seize or take possession of such 
only of the grantor’s goods and chattels as were comprised 
in, or referred to, in the bill of sale, and were the prop- 
erty of the grantor at the time when such bill of sale was 
executed.” That is to say, the clause provides (1) that 
there shall be a schedule, and the bill of sale shall be a 
security only in respect of the goods mentioned in such 
schedule, and which continue the property of the 
grantor; (2) that if there is no schedule, the grantee 
may nevertheless seize such of the grantor’s goods as are 
comprised in the bill of sale, and are the property 
of the grantor at the time of the execution of the 
bill of sale. Comment appears to be needless on this 
clause. 

Clause 5 requires an affidavit to be made by the 
grantor that he is the absolute owner of all the 
goods and chattels described in such bill of sale or 
schedule, and that he has not charged, assigned, or in- 
cumbered the same; and this affidavit is to be filed with 
the bill of sale. 

But the clause which needs the most vigilant attention 
on the part of the profession is the 7th, which proposes 
to provide that ‘‘a solicitor of the Supreme Court attest- 





ing a bill of sale shall, before the execution thereof, 
explain its full meaning and effect to the grantor.” 
This is, of course, an attempt to convert into law the 
views by Vice-Chancellor Malins in Hill v. 
Kirkwood (ante, p. 304). Itis apparently not intended 
that the bill of sale shall be void if not duly explained, 
for clause 6, as we have seen, only provides that a bill of 
sale shall not be valid as a security until it has been 
attested “in accordance with the provisions ” of the Act 
of 1878, and under those provisions it is sufficient if the 
attestation states the fact that the effect of the bill of 
sale has been explained to the grantor. The effect of 
the new clause will apparently be to render any solicitor 
attesting a bill of sale liable to the summary jurisdiction 
of the court if he does not explain the “ full meaning 
and effect” of the instrument. Considering the length 
of time it takes to explain the full meaning and 
effect of any legal instrument to an ignorant grantor, 
and the probability that after all he will not compre- 
hend the explanation, it will be seen that, if this clause 
becomes law, solicitors will either have to decline to 
attest bills of sale or to raise their fees to a sum propor- 
tioned to the length of time employed and the risk run 
in attesting the bill of sale. 

The Bill we have been considering appears to us to be 
ill-considered as regards objects, and singularly defective 
ia drafting. We hope the law societies will devote 
a little consideration to it, and some one of the 
numerous new legal members of Parliament might use- 
fully employ himself in pointing out its defects. 





CONTRACTS 1N RESTRAINT OF TRADE. 


Fluctuations are to be expected in rules based upon 
the ‘‘ policy of the law ”—that is to say, on the opinions 
on certain general questions entertained by the judges 
for the time being; but it is not very often that these 
changes occur so suddenly asin the doctrine to which 
the case of Roussillon v. Roussillon, (28 W. R. 623) 
relates. Up to last month one would have said 
with tolerable confidence that the doctrine as to cone 
tracts in restraint of trade might be expressed in two 
rules—(1) such contracts if unlimited in point of area 
are invalid; (2) such contracts are invalid if they are un- 
reasonable, one test of such unreasonableness being that 
the restraint imposed is larger than is required for the 
protection of the interests of the person in favour of 
whom the restraint is imposed. The well-known old 
cases in which the first of these rules was, or was supposed 
to be, laid down proceeded on the doctrine that no man 
ought to be allowed by contract to deprive the com- 
munity of his industry and skill. Such contracts tend 
to discourage enterprize, prevent competition, and deprive 
the public of the services of men in the employments for 
which they are best fitted. On the other hand, it is 
obvious that, in order to dispose to the greatest advan- 
tage of a business or other property of the like nature, a 
man must be enabled to preclude himself from entering 
into competition with the purchaser. The second of the 
rules above mentioned seems to indicate the proper ad- 
justment of these conflicting principles, and in Leather 
Cloth Company v. Lorsont (18 W. R. 572, L. R. 9 Eq. 
345), Wice-Chancellor James showed a disposition to 
regard it as the only rule. He expressed an opinion 
that the previous cases had not laid down the rule that 
a covenant in restraint of trade unlimited as to area was 
necessarily invalid. But that case related practically to the 
non-disclosure of a trade secret, as to which it is clear that 
a covenant unlimited as to area is valid. Accordingly, 
in the subsequent case of Allsopp v. Wheatcroft (21 W. 
R. 102, L. R. 15 Eq. 59), Vice-Chancellor Wickens held 
that Leather Cloth Company v. Lorsont was no authority 
for a departure ‘‘from the recognized rule as to limita- 
tions of space,” and since that decision, in 1872, we are 
not aware that the doctrine has been judicially im- 
pugned. 
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But in Roussillon v. Roussillon Mr. Justice Fry has 

denied the existence of any such doctrine. He had, he 
said, “to choose between two sets of cases. He ad- 
hered to those which refused to recognize this rule. 
‘ How could such a rule,” he said, “be reconcileable 
with the different systems of trading? Many trades 
extended over the whole kingdom which, by their very 
nature, were extensively diffused; others were localized. 
If this rule obtained there would be complete protection 
for the latter class of trade, while it would prohibit 
complete protection to the former. The rule, if it ex- 
isted, would apply to two classes of cases: (1) where 
want of limitation of space was unreasonable, and (2) 
where the universality of the contract was reasonable. 
In the former case, where the universality was un- 
reasonable, the rule would operate nothing, because 
that was already covered by the rule that the contract 
must be reasonable. It would only operate in cases In 
whieh the universality of prohibition was reasonable— 
that was, the rule would operate just where it ought not. 

The rule is, no doubt, an arbitrary one, and the 
other rule that a contract in restraint of trade 
must be reasonable would seem to be in theory 
more just. But has not the learned judge overlooked 
the litigation which the adoption of this as the only rule 
would occasion? If there is no rule requiring these con- 
tracts to be limited as regards space, the tendency will 

be to make them all unlimited, and then it will have to 
be settled by judicial decision whether the contract is or 
is not reasonable. How judges may differ on this point 
is well shown by comparing the decision of Vice-Chan- 
cellor Wickens in Allsopp v. Wheatcroft with that of 
Mr. Justice Fry in the present case. In the former case 
the Vice-Chancellor held that an agreement, unrestricted 
as to area, entered into by a traveller for the Burton firm, 
not to sell or procure orders for any Burton ale other than 
that brewed by Allsopp’ for two years, was void because 
it went beyond anything that was required for the 
plaintiff's protection; for ‘‘it could not have been held 
neceseary for the plaintiff's protection to prevent the 
defendant from soliciting orders for the ale of 
other Burton brewers in places where Burton ale 
had never been sold or heard of.” In the recent 
case Mr. Justice Fry held that an agreement, unre- 
stricted as to area, entered into by a traveller for French 
champagne merchants, not to represent any other cham- 
pagne house for two years was valid, because, “ looking 
at the extent of the plaintiffs’ trade and its diffusion over 
England, looking at the facilities of communication 
which now existed, he could not say that it was made plain 
to him that this contract exceeded in extent that which 
the plaintiffs were entitled to for the protection of their 
trade.” It may perhaps be questioned whether, on the 
whole, the public would be gainers by the substitution 
of the expensive process of obtaining the varying opinions 
of judges on each particular case for the rule which 
compels the limits of the area of restriction to be ascer- 
tained by the parties at the time of the contract. As 
regards authority, Ward v. Byrne (5 M. & W. 548) 
and Hinde v. Gray (1 Man. & Gr. 195) have been 
understood to lay down, and do lay down, the rule 
which Mr. Justice Fry rejects. We need hardly point 
out that, until the doctrine enunciated in the recent 
case has been reviewed by the Court of Appeal, it will 
not be safe to assume that acontract in restraint of 
trade unrestricted as to area can in any case be valid. 








The American legal journals record the death of Mr. 
Sanford E. Church, Chief Judge of the New York Court 
of Appeals. Judge Church, says the Albany Law 
Journal, suffered from the worst infliction to which a 


Recent Becistans. 


THE AUTHORITY OF PREVIOUS DECISIONS. 


(Osborne v. Rowlett, M. R. 28 W. R. 865, L. R. 19 
Ch. D. 785.) 


‘We took occasion some time ago to comment on various 
expressions which fell from the Master of the Rolls with 
regard to the extent to which previous decisions of a 
court of co-ordinate jurisdiction are binding. We 
observe that in the present case he again expressed similar 
views to those on which we commented. He is by the 
report of that case made to say, ‘‘ Now, I have ofter 
said, and I repeat it, that the only thing in a judge’s 
decision binding upon a subsequent judge is the prin- 
ciple upon which the case was decided; but it is not 
sufficient that the cage should have been decided upon a 
principle if that principle is not itself a right principle 
or one not applicable to the case, and it is for a subse- 
quent judge to say whether or not it is a right principle; 
and, if not, he may himself lay down the true prin- 
ciple. In that case the previous decision ceases to be a 
binding authority.” 

We feel some doubt whether we quite clearly appre- 
hend the meaning of this, or whether the real intention 
of the learned judge has been expressed in the reports. 
There is frequently great difficulty in extracting the 
exact result from the expressions used by a judge in an 
unwritten judgment. It is customary for judges to 
abuse the reporters if the idea they had in their minds is 
not quite clearly expressed, but only those behind the 
scenes in this respect, from having been reporters or 
having had to do with reporting, can tell the difficulty 
there often is in making unwritten judgments into 
entirely definite and clear propositions without running 
the risk of substituting the ideas of the reporter for 
those of the judge. The truth is that no one in speaking 
extempore is always quite accurate in his language. If 
the reports are correct, however, the doctrine thus pro- 
pounded seems remarkably sweeping. It appears to 
amount to this:—No case can ever be binding except, 
so far as the subsequent judge (to use the somewhat 
compendious expression of the report) thinks that the 
principle which the previous judge applied to the case 
was correct, and was applicable. If the principle was 
correct, but inapplicable, then the case is not an 
authority. Ifthe principle, though applicable, was not 
correct, then, also, the case is of no authority. This 
doctrine for enabling a judge to escape from the fetters 
of previous decisions reminds one of the jester’s answer 
in ‘ All’s Well that Ends Well,” and the barber’s 
chair that suited all customers. We do not see how any 
previous decision can escape from it. 

The ways in which judges in the interests of the law 
sometimes wriggle out of previous decisions are mar- 
vellous and manifold. Sometimes they say that the 
principle was wrong, and that the facts being different 
in some particular (albeit immaterial to the principle), 
they will not follow the case. They will only treat it 
as binding with regard to the very same facts. The 
tendency has, however, generally been to regard a case 
exactly on all fours as concluded by a previous decision. 
According tothe Master of the Rolls this is quite a 
mistake. In his view you must regard, not the actual 
decision as to given facts, but the principle. 1t would 
seem that the only cases in which the Master of the 
Rolls would treat previous decisions as authorities are 
cases where the facts are the same, and the principle laid 
down was applicable to these facts. But when one 
comes to consider it, the quéstion whether the principle is 
applicable to the facts and whether the decision is correct 








judge can ever be subjected—namely, the constant use 
of his name as a contingent candidate for the Presi- 
dency, but in spite of this, it is due to his memory to 
declare that he has gone to his grave with the reputa- 
tion of an honest and unprejudiced magistrate. 





are generally in substance convertible questions. The 
differences of judges on questions of principle are com- 
paratively few. The practical effect of the Master of the 
Rolls’ view would, if logically carried out, as it seems to 
us, be that very few previous decisions would be binding 
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on a judge if he thought them wrong. If you are bound 
only by the principle and not by the application of it, it 
can nearly always be shown that it is inapplicable to the 
facts if a judge thinks it wrong. This may be a desirable 
result, but it is certainly hardly in accordance with the 
ideas that have been hitherto prevalent. 

It is worth noting that one of the most curious 
features of our system of judge-made law—viz., that a 
judge does not hold himself bound by a precedent if 
another judge has ventured to disregard it—will be found 
to be curiously illustrated in the case to which we have 
referred. If Vice-Chancellor A. decides so and so, Vice- 
Chancellor B. ought ex concessis to follow the previous 
decision, but if he does not Vice-Chancellor O. is alto- 
gether at large. It is, no doubt, necessary occasionally 
to temper the system of judge-made law, and evade pre- 
vious decisions by pious frauds on the part of the judges; 
but we must say that the Master of the Rolls seems to 
go rather far in this respect, and if there is an admirable 
absence of judicial fraud, there is likewise a certain 
absence of judicial piety about his proceedings. 





Cases of the Weck. 


AppgaL For Costs—OrpErR ror New TriAL—VARIATION 
or ConpiTion—Costs or First Tr1at—In the House of 
Lords, on the 28th ult.,in the case of Metropolitan Asylums 
District Board v. Hill, a question was argued as to the com- 
petency of an appeal. he action was brought to recover 
damages for a nuisance alleged to have been caused to the 

laintiffs by the erection and maintenance of the Hampstead 

mall-pox Hospital, and for an injunction. At the trial, 
all the issues were found in favoor of the plaintiffs, and 
Pollock, B., after argument of the case on further considera- 
tion, entered judgment for the plaintiffs, and granted an 
injunction. The Queen’s Bench Division made absolute a 
rule for a new trial, the costs of the first trial to await the 
event of the second trial. The plaintiffs appealed, and 
the Court of Appeal affirmed the decision of the Queen’s 
Bench Division as to the new trial, but varied the order by 
directing that the new trial should be granted on condition 
of the payment by the defendants of the costs of the first 
trial, the defendants to be allowed two months to elect whether 
they would appeal or not. Against this order the defendants 
appealed to the House of Lords, and, by thedirection of the 
House, the question of competency was argued by one 
counsel on each side. Fof the respondents, it was argued 
that, both courts below having decided that there should 
be a new trial, the appellants now sought merely to get rid 
of the condition as to the payment of the costs of the new 
trial, and the appeal was brought for costs only. Lords 
SELBoRNE, C., BLackBuRN, and Watson, without callin 
on the counsel for the appellants, held that the appea 
should be admitted, since the imposing by the Court 
of Appeal of a condition as to the payment of the costs 
of the first trial did not bring the case within the rule that 
an appeal will not be entertained for costs only. Their lord- 
ships, however, directed that the question of the costs of ths 
present argument should be reserved until after the de- 
termination of the appeal.—Soxicitors, Few ¢ Co, ; Bischoff, 
Bompas, 4: Bischoff. 


Securities FRAUDULENTLY PLEDGED BY BANKRUPT— 
Piepce REDEEMED BY TRUSTEE OUT oF EstaTE—RIGHTs OF 
Owner oF Secunrities.—In a case of Ex parte De Chaton- 
ville, before the Court of Appeal on the 27th ‘ult., some 
United States Bonds had been deposited by the owner with 
some bankers for safe custody. The depositees fraudulently 
pledged the bonds with a banking company, as security for 
advances made by the company to them, and afterwards 
became bankrupt. After the bankruptcy the owner of the 
bonds applied to the court for an order that the trustee should 
deliver up the bonds to her. The debt due to the company 
had been paid off by means of their general lien upon other 
property of the bankrupts which was in their hands, and the 
Tegistrar ordered the bonds to be delivered up on the terms of 
the owner repaying to the trustee what the estate of the 
bankrupts had in effect paid to the company to redeem the 





bonds. The Court of Appeal (Jamzs, Corton, and THesia 
om reversed this decision, and ordered that the foal 
should be unconditionally given up to the owner. They 
said though, as the bonds were ae instruments, the 
company would, on the principle of the decision in Goodwin 
v. Robarts (24 W. R. 987, L. R. 1 App. Cas. 476), have had 
a valid lien upon them as against the true owner, yet, as the 
company had been paid off, neither the fraudulent bankrupts 
nor their trustee could have any lien on the bonds as against 
he true owner. James, L.J., said that the case might have 
been different if the trustee had advanced moneys of his own 
to redeem the bonds.—Soxicitors, R. S. Taylor, Son, & 
Humbert ; Truefitt § Gane. 


Venpor AND PurcHaser—Sprciric Perrormance— 
Misteapinec ParTicutars oF SaLe—Omussion To Srate 
THAT LEasE 18 SUBJECT TO GROUND-RENT.—In the case of 
Jones v. Rimmer, before the Court of Appeal on the 2nd 
inst., the question arose whether a purchaser of leasehold 
property at a sale under the order of the court ought to be 
discharged from his purchase under the following circum- 
stances. The property in question was lot No. 11 at the 
sale, which took place in Liverpool. Lot 11 was situate in 
Liverpool, and was described in the particulars of sale as 
four leasehold houses and a yard, respectively let at rents 
the amounts of which were mentioned, ‘‘the whole held for 
the residue of a term of seventy-five years from the 16th of 
September, 1845. This lot is offered for sale subject to a 
mortgage for £500, bearing interest at five per cent.’”’ It 
was not stated whether the property was subject to any 
——— Lots 8, 9, and 10 also consisted of leasehold 

ouses in Liverpool. Lot 8 and lot 9 were stated to be held 
under the corporation of Liverpool. Nothing was said as to 
@ ground-rent in the case of either of those lots. Most of the 
property in Liverpool which is held under the corporation 
of Liverpool is let at a peppercorn rent. This fact is well 
known in Liverpool, and the purchaser was aware of it. One 
of the conditions of sale provided that “the respective pur- 
chasers of lots 8, 9, 10, and 11 respectively, shall, by the 
respective assignments to them, enter into the usual 
covenants for paying and performing and observing the rents, 
covenants, and conditions of the respective leases, and in- 
demnifying the vendors therefrom.” After the sale the 
purchaser discovered that lot 11 was subject to a ground- 
rent of £43, and he sought to be dischargee from his pur- 
chase, on the ground that he believed the property to be free 
from ground-rent, and that he had been misled by the par- 
ticulars of sale into this belief, and into giving a much 
larger sum for the property than he would have given had 
he been aware of the ground-rent. He made no inquiries 
before he bought about the terms of the lease, and the con- 
ditions of sale did not state that the lease could be inspected 
prior to the sale, though in fact the purchaser could have 
seen the lease if he had asked forit. {t appeared that in 
the particulars of sale, as they were originally drawn, the 
amount of the ground-rent of lot 11 had been stated, but 
that the statement was accidentally struck out in 
settling the draft. On behalf of the vendors it was urged 
that, as the lease was mentioned in the particulars, the pur- 
chaser must be taken to have had constructive notice of its 
contents, and that there had been no misrepresentation by 
the vendors, inasmuch as they had made no representation 
whatever as to the terms of the lease. It was admitted 
that it is usual to state in the particulars of sale of leasehold 

roperty theamountof the ground-rent under which it is held, 
but it was said that it is equally usual, when the property 
is held at a peppercorn rent, to state that fact, and there- 
fore it was said the omission to state anything about ground- 
rent could lead to no inference one way or the other. 
And great reliance was placed on ‘the condition 
whieh required that the purchasers of the four leasehold lots 
should enter into the usual covenants to pay the rents of the 
respective leases, and to indemnify the vendors, This, it 
was contended, necessarily led to the assumption that there 
was a rent to be paid in the case of each of those lots, The 
court (Jessel, M.R., and Corron and Tuesicer, L.JJ.) 
held (affirming the decision of the Vice-Chancellor of the 
Lancaster court) that the purchaser must be discharged. 
Jesse, M.R., admitted that he had felt great difficulty in 
making up his mind. But, he said, the real question was 
whether the particular of sale was a fair one, whether the 
purcbaser was fairly told what he was buying, or whether he 
might not properly infer from it, as he had sworn that he 
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did, that the property was not subject to any ground-rent. 
His lordship was of opinion that the fair reading of the 
particular wes that no substantial ground-rent was reserved 
vy the lease, The condition which was relied upon did not 
necessarily lead to the assumption that all,the leasehold lots 
were subject to ground-rents ; it was consistent with it that 
some were and some were not, and it was well known in 
Liverpool that the corporation leases were generally made at 
@ peppercorn rent. No doubt a careful purchaser would have 
made inquiries, but the vendors had been careless themselves, 
and eould not complain of the carelessness of the purchaser. 
The particular was misleading, and the purchaser had a fuir 
title to be misled by it. It was not a case in which the 
court, in the exercise of its discretion, ought to enforce 
specific performance. The court had refused to do so, even 
in cases where the purchaser had made a mistake without any 
fault of the vendor. ‘The appeal was accordingly dismissed. 
—Soxicitors, 7. H. Lydall ; Singleton & Tattersall. 


Practice—Orp. 15, mn. 1—Action For Account 
—Costs—FurTHer ConsipERATION.—In a case of Beaney 
v. Elliott, before the Master of the Rolls on the 
8lst ult., a question was raised on the further con- 
sideration of the action, where an order for an account had 
been made under ord. 15, r. 1, whether certain evidence 
required for the purpose of determining who was to 
bear the costs of the action could be proved by affi- 
davit. JessrL, M.R., was of opinion that, under ord. 15, 
r.1, any matter required on further consideration as to 
costs might be proved by affidavit.—Sonicrrors, W. F 
Noakes ; Price, Bigg, & Co. 


Practics — AMENDMENT OF JUDGMENT— ACCIDENTAL 
Sure og Omisston—Orp. 414 (DEcEMBER, 1879).—Ina case 
of Fritz v. Hobson, before Fry, J., on the 3lst ult., a 
question arose as to the power conferred on the court by the 
new order, 41a of December, 1879 (ante, p. 174), which pro- 
vides that “clerical mistakes in judgments or orders, or 
errors arising therein from any accidental slip or omission, 
may, at any time, be corrected by the court or a judge on 
motion, without an appeal.” The action was brought to 
restrain the defendant, who was a builder, and who was 
carrying on building operations on some land near to the 
plaintiff's house, the entrance to which was in a narrow 
court or passage leading out of a street in London (this 
passage being the shortest cut of several approaches leading 
to the land on which the defendant was building), from con- 
tinuing or repeating certain alleged acts of trespass, from 
obstructing by his operations the access from the highway to 
the plaintifi’s house, and the access of light and air thereto, 
The plaintiff moved for an interim injunction, and an order 
was made that the motion should stand over till the trial of 
the action. Nothing was said about the costs of the motion, 
and the order was never drawn up. Before the trial tne de- 
fendant’s building operations had been completed, and the 
only question was whether the plaintiff was entitled to 
damages. Fry, J., gave the plaintiff £60 damages in 
respect of loss of custom in his trade by reason of the obstruc- 
tion to the access to his house from the highway, and the 
general costs of the action, less £10 for the costs of part of 
his claim which his lordship held to be unfounded. The 
plaintiff’s counsel omitted to ask at the trial that the costs of 
the motion should be included, and the judgment, as drawn up 
by the registrar and paseed and entered, made no express 
provision for those costs, and the taxing master refused to 
allow them to the plaintiff on taxation. The judgment 
expressly reserved liberty to either of the parties to apply to 
the court. The plaintiff then moved before Fry., J., that 
the judgment might be varied or corrected by giving the 
plaintiff the costs of, and occasioned by, the adjourned motion, 
including the evidence used upon it. The defendant’s counsel 
raised the preliminary objection that the plaintiff was in effect 
asking the court to re-hear the action, a thing which, as was 
decided in In re The St. Nazaire Company (27 W. R. 854, 
L. R. 12 Ch. D, 88), it had no jurisdiction to do, Fry, J., 
was of opinion on the merits that the plaintiff was entitled to 
the costs in question. And he held that the case of Viney 
v. Chaplin (3 De G. & J, 282), showed that under either the 
liberty to apply reserved by the judgment, or the liberty to 
apply implied in the order that the motion should stand over 
to the trial (for he was of opinion that every order carries 
within it in gremio liberty to apply to the court), he had 





jurisdiction to order the costs to be paid to the plaintiff. But, 
| if this-was not so, he thought that the case fell within order 


41a, the omission to provide for the costs of the motion 
having arisen from the accidental omission of counsel to ask 
for them at the trial. His lordship accordingly made a 
separate order (following the precedent of Viviey v. Phapiis) 
that the costs of the motion for the injunction should be taxe 
and paid to the plaintiff. And, inasmuch as the plaintiff, 
before serving notice on the defendant of the motion to correct 
the judgment, had applied to him to consent to the proposed 
alteration, his lordship gave the plaintiff also the costs of 
that motion.—Soxicrtors, Moresby-White $¢ Co.; W. M. 
Webster. 





Obituary. 


MR. WILLIAM DAVIES. 

Mr. William Davies, solicitor, died at his residence, 
Norwood-grove, Liverpool, on the 29th ult. Mr. Davies 
was born in 1834, and was for several years engaged as a 
clerk in the conveyancing department of the Town Clerk’s 
Office, at Liverpool. He was admitted a solicitor in 1867, 
Ten years later he was appointed by the corporation to 
the office of clerk of prosecutions for the borougb, and he 
held that office until his death. Mr. Davies’s health had 
for some time been very bad, and he had recently obtained 
leave of absence from his official duties. The immediate 
cause of his death was a fit of apoplexy. A Liverpool 
journal thus speaks of Mr. Davies’s official services :— 
*¢ He was most zealous in the discharge of his duties, and 
this was recognized by steady promotion, Mr. Davies 
having commenced at the small salary of £78, receiving 
increases until he attained £500 per annum. His loss 
will be felt, not only in the department of the corporation 
with which he was connected, but amongst a large circle 
of professional brethren, by whom he was highly re- 
spected.” 


MR. WILLIAM MACHIN INGLE. 

Mr. William Machin Ingle, solicitor, died at Belper on 
the 29th ult. Mr, Ingle was born in 1827, and was admitted 
@ solicitor in 1852, when he commenced to practise at 
Belper. He was shortly afterwards appointed registrar of 
the Belper County Court (Circuit No. 19), and more 
recently discharged the same duties at the Ilkeston County 
Court. He was also for many years clerk to the trastees 
of the Duffield and Heage and the Cromford and Kingley 
Mill Tarnpike Roads. He was a perpetual commissioner 
for Derbyshire, and had a very good private business. A 
few years ago he retired from practice, but he retained the 
county court registrarships until his death. Mr. Ingle 
was buried at St. Peter’s, Belper, on the 1st inst. 

a eeemnmaennl 
MR. FREDERICK DANBY PALMER. 

Mr. Frederick Danby Palmer, solicitor, died at South- 
town, Yarmouth, on the 28th ult. Mr. Palmer was the 
son of Mr. Frederick Danby Palmer, of Yarmouth. He 
was born in 1834, and was admitted a solicitor in 1861. 
He first practised at 13, Sonth-square, Gray’s-inn, but a 
few years later removed to Yarmouth, where he carried 
on business until his death. He was a notary public and 
@ perpetual commissioner for the counties of Norfolk and 
Soffolk, and he had a very good private practice. He 
acted as solicitor to the Noriolk and Suffolk Building 
Society, to the Gorleston Gas Company, and to the Yar- 
mouth Traders’ Association, He was also secretary to the 
Yarmouth Volunteer Drill Hall Company, steward of the 
Manors of Hales Hall and Loddon Hall, clerk to the Yar- 
mouth Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, and 
Rural Sanitary Authority, and superintendent registrar for 
the district. 








Messrs. Fox & Bousfield offered forsale at the Mart on Wed- 
nesday last, the valuable freehold property in Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields formerly the premises of the Society for Promoting 
Christian Knowledge. The property was put up in three 
lots. Lot 1, comprising 67, Lincoln’s-inn-fields and 77, Great 
Queen-street, was not sold ; lot 2,76, Great Queen-street, 
realised £4,300, and lot 3, 72 and 73, Great Queen-street, 
was sold for £6,200. 
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Appotntnrents, Ete. 


Mr. Avan Henry Betx.inenaM, barrister, who has been 
elected M.P. for the county cf Louth in the Home Rule 
interest, is the eldest son of Sir Alan Edward Bellingham, 
baronet, and was born in 1846. He was educated at Harrow 
and at Exeter College, Oxford, and was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn, in November, 1875. 

Mr. Cuartes StanHore Bourke Bussy, solicitor, of Ches- 
terfield, has been appointed by the Duke of Devonshire, 
Lord-Lieutenant of Derbyshire, to the office of Clerk of the 
Peace for that county, in succession to Mr. John Barber, 
deceased. Mr. Busby is coroner for the Hundred of Scars- 
dale. He was admitted a solicitor in 1838, and is in part- 
nership with his son, Mr. Charles George Busby. 

Mr. Witi1aM Easroy, solicitor, of 13, Clifford’s-inn, and 
Camberwell, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner 
for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married 
Women for the Connties of Middlesex and Surrey, and for 
the Cities of London and Westminster. 

Mr. James Funston, solicitor, of 4, Finsbury- pavement, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Henry Hotroyp, barrister, who has been appointed 
Judge of County Courts for Circuit No. 26, in succession to 
Mr. William Spooner, deceased, was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1853. He has practised 
on the Oxford Circuit, and at the Stafford and Lichfield 
Sessions, and he has been for several years a revising 
parrister. 

Mr. Jonn Roserts Jones, solicitor, of Bala, has been ap- 
ointed Clerk to the Bala Board of Guardians, Assessment 
Sreatine, and Rural Sanitary Authority. Mr. Jones was 
admitted a solicitor in 1869. 

Mr. Layton, solicitor (of the firm ofPaines, Layton, Cooper, 
& Pollock), of Gresham House, has been appointed a Com. 
missioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 

Mr. Freperick Artuur Lake, solicitor (of the firm of 
Day & Lake), of Runcorn, has been appointed a Notary 
Public. 

Mr. Puitie Prorueroe Situ, solicitor, mayor of Truro, 
has received the honour of Knighthood in commemoration of 
the recent visit to Truro of the Prince and Princess 
of Wales. Sir P. Smith is the son of Mr. Thomas Smith, 
of Bideford, and brother of the Right Hon. Sir Montague 
Smith. He was admitted a solicitor in 1832, and is in part- 
nership with Mr. Robert Maclean Paul. He is secretary 
to the Vice-Warden of the Stanuaries, and an alderman for 
the borough. 

Mr. Wit11am Henry Toten, solicitor and notary, of 
Barnstaple, has been appointed Deputy-Registrar of the 
Archdeaconry of Barnstaple. Mr. Toller is clerk to the 
Barnstaple Board of Guardians, and superintendent regis- 
trar. He was admitted a solicitor in 1864, and is in partner- 
ship with his father, Mr. John Henry Toller, prod of the 
peace for Barnstaple. 

Mr. Witttam Venn, solicitor (of the firm of Venn & 
Woodcock), of 15, New-inn, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judi- 
cature. 


DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 
Watrer Cash CLeNNELL and James Fraser, solicitors, 
6, Great James-street, Bedford-row, London, May 31, 1880. 
(Gazette, June 1, 1880.) 





New OGOrvVers, Ete. 


WILD FOWL. 

The Home Secretary has, under the provisions of the Wild 
fowl Preservation Act, made an order varying the close time 
for wild fowl in the Parts of Holland, in the county of 

In, eo as to be from the 15th of March to the 3lst of 
Angust inclusive in each year. 





Companies. 


—__- 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Jormnt Stock Compantzs. 
Limirep 1x Coancery. 

Crvit Szrvicz Meat Suprty Assoctation, Lrmirep.—Petition for 
winding up, presented May 25, directed to be heard before the 
sitting judge at the courtof V.C. Bacon on June 5. Vanderpump, 
Gray’s inn square, solicitor for the petitioner 

JAMES THORN AND Company, Limrtgp.—By an order made by V.C. 
Malins, dated May 14, it was ordered that the company be wound 
up. Bolton and Co, Temple gardens, Temple, solicitors for the 
petitioner 

Luanseris Copper Mining Company, Lrutrep.—Petition for wind- 
up, presented May 20, directed to be heard before the M.R. on 
June 5. Carr and Co, Rood lane, solicitors for the petitioner 

Mapzgrra AND Mamorge Rattway Company, Liwirep.—Petition for 
winding up, presented May 27, directed to be heard before the 
M.R. on June 5. Clements, Gresham House, Old Broad st, soli- 
citor for the petitioners 

Sypgnnam Srorzs, Limirep.—Petition for winding up, presented 
May 27, directed to be heard before the M.R. on June 5. Badham, 
Salters’ hall ct, solicitor for the petitioner 

[ Gazetie, May 28.] 


EastBourne Horst, Liwitrp.—Petition for winding up, presented 
May 28, directed to be heard before the M.R., on June 12. Lowless 
and Co, Martin’s-lane, Cannon-street, solicitors for the petitioner 

GRarEnBERG Hovsr (Barnet) Hyproparuic EsTaBLISHMENT, 
Luitep.—The M.R. has fixed June 10, at twelve, at his chambers, 
for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Sats Company,Limitep.—The M.R. has by an order, dated Dec 19, 
appointed Mr Alfred Audrey Broad, Walbrook, to be official 


liquidator 
[ Gazette, June 1} 


Fatenpiy Societies Dissonvep. 

Back Bong Frrenpty Soctery, Wellington Arms Inn, Naylor st, 
St Helens, Lancaster. May 22 : 

Wipows’ anp OrpHans’ Pension Funp or THE Loran Krna’s 
Lopgr Frrenptx Society oF THE ImproveD OgpEB oF OLD 
Friends, Old Compton st, Soho. May 26 

[ Gazette, May 23. ] 


Royat Forest or Draw Sick anp Burrat Socrety, Dean Forest 
Christ Church Jubilee School, Gloucester. May 23 
| Gazette, June 1.] 








Zuciettes. 


ASSOCIATED PROVINCIAL LAW SOCIETIES. 

The following are extracts from the report of the com- 
mittee for the year 1879 :— 

The association consists at present of twenty-two 
members, as against twenty-three at the date of the last 
report, the Denbighshire and Flintshire Law Society having 
ceased to be a member. 

Two new law societies have been formed during the 
year—the Scarborough Law Society, whose hon. sec. is 
Mr. J. S. Kitching; and the Shropshire Law Society, 
whose hon. sec. is Mr. Henry J. Osborne, of Shifnal. 
These societies have not yet joined the association. The 
total number of country law societies is thirty-three, 
twenty-two of whom are members of the association. A 
list of these societies, in continuation of former liste, 
accompanies this report. No law societies have yet been 
established at Derby, Darham, Ipswich, Norwich, Oxford, 
or Yarmouth, or in the districts to which those towns 
belong. 

The committee in its last report ventured to express the 
hope that the council of the Incorporated Law Society, in 
exercising the powers vested in them by their supplemen- 
tal charter, would have special regard to the position of 
the several societies whose presidents might be elected 
extraordinary members of council. It is gratifying to add 
that at the last election of extraordinary members this 
principle was acted upon, and that the selection thea 
made leaves little to be desired, the members having been 
chosen from the societies of Birmingham, Bristol, Glouces- 
tershire, Kent, Liverpool, Manchester, Newcastle, Notting- 
ham, Sheffield, and Sussex. 

LanD REGISTRATION. 

Real Property Amendment and Conveyancing Bills.—The 
subject of the amendment of the law of real property was 
examined and discussed by the president of the Incorpo- 
rated Law Society, Mr. N. T. Lawrence, and by Mr. Dees, 
in two most valuable and suggestive papers read by them 
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at the provincial meeting of the Incorporated Law Society 
at Cambridge, and it was subsequently considered by a 
committee of the council of the same body, in view of the 
criticisms and suggestions contained in those two papers 
and otherwise. 

The result was a report on the subject of the amendment 
of the law of property, adopted by the council, and sent 
to the then Lord Chancellor, Lord Cairns, in the month of 
January last. This report did not deal with the question 
of the registration of titles or assurances, which had occu- 
pied so much of the attention of the Select Committee of 
the House of Commons, It proceeded, in the sense of the 
resolution passed at the general meeting of this associa- 
tion* on the 21st of Jane, 1878, to recommend the follow- 
ing alterations of the existing law : 

1.—That the powers of leasing and selling, and the other 
powers usually inserted in well-drawn modern settlements, 
should be made by law incident to every settlement, 
whether existing or future, but that the settlor should have 
power to modify them. 

2.—That the court should have power to order a sale on 
the application of the tenant for life alone, whenever the 
court shonld in its discretion think a sale advisable, not- 
withstanding the dissent of any other person interested 
under the settlement, or of the trustees of the power of 
sale. 

3.—That the court should have power to sell or lease the 
real estate of infants on being satisfied that any such deal- 
ing would be for the benefit of the infant. 

4.—That the tenant for life or the court should have 
power to appoint trustees of settlements, existing or future, 
of which no trustee is originally appointed. 

5.—That no order for sale by the court should be im- 
peached, as against a purchaser under it, for want of juris- 
diction, or on the ground that necessary persons were not 
joined as parties, or served ; and that all orders for sale by 
the court should, as regards purchasers, be of themselves 
conclusive evidence that all the consents on which they 
profess to be based were daly given, 

6.—That trustees of existing and future settlements of 
land may, if they see fit, out of any moneys in their hands 
arising from sales or otherwise, or out of money to be 
raised by way of mortgage on the settled lands, advance 
money to the tenant for life of the settled estate, or other 
limited owner, for permanent improvements on such estate, 
taking security from such tenant for life, or other limited 
owner, for the repayment of the sum advanced, without 
interest, by a rent-charge extending overa period not exceed- 
ing thirty years, the receipt of the tenant for life to be a 
discharge to the trustees. 

7.—That with regard to loans authorized by the Improve- 
ment of Land Act, 1864, the Inclosuare Commissioners should 
be substituted for the court as the protector of the remainder- 
man and incumbrancer, 

8.—That the necessity for the use of technical words, as 
‘‘heirs,’’ “heirs of the body,’’ in deeds be dispensed with, 
and that limitations in deeds be construed ia the same manner 
as limitations in wilis, and that a grantor should be enabled 
to convey to himself and another. 

9.—That the rulein Shelley's case should apply where one of 
the estates to be united is legal and the other is equitable. 

10.—That the court should have full power to authorize 
the sale of land, discharged from charges, whether vested or 
contingent, and to authorize the setting aside of funds to 
answer such charges, 

11.—That conveyances to purchasers should be good against 
trustees in bankruptcy (notice or no notice) unless the trustee 
is in possession, or the proceedings in bankruptcy have been 
registered as a fis pendens. 

12.—That all registrations of judgments and Crown debts, 
and of writs of execution on judgments and Crown debts, and 
all charges on land thereby created, should be swept away, 





* See report, page 156, ante.—‘* That the improvements in the 
law of real property effected by the Transfer of Property Act, 
the Acts relating to trustees and mortgagees, the Real Property 
Limitation Act,tbe Vendor and Purchaser Act, the Settled 
Estates Act, and other recent statutes, indicate the direction 
which fui ther legislation may usefully take.” 

“That while no system of registration which has hitherto 
been devised can be relied on as an absolute preventive of fraud, 
apy system of registration will necessarily occasion considerable 
cost and some delay in dealing with real property.” 





and that in the place thereof the judgment creditor or the 
Crown should Me entitled to apply to the court, in a 
summary way, to sell any interest in land, of whatever nature, 
to which the debtor may be entitled, whether in possession 
or reversion, and that such application may be registered as a 
lis pendens, which should have no force or effect for more 
than six months after registration. 

18.—That all rights and remedies to enforce covenants and 
conditions in existing and future leases should be vested in 
the person entitled for the time being to give a discharge for 
the rent. 

14.—That the court should have discretionary power to 
relieve against forfeiture in all cases. 

15.—That consolidation of mortgages should be abolished. 

16.—That the doctrine of Dearle v. Hall (3 Russ. 1), as to 
notice, should be applied to real estate and chattels real; so 
that mortgages and other alienations of equitable interess 
should rank in order of priority of notice to the holder of the 
legal estate ; but that the person acquiring the legal estate 
without notice of equitable interests should still be entitled 
to priority—é.¢., if the holder of the legal estate, in forget- 
fulness or fraud of the notice, should convey, or agree to con- 
vey, the legal estate to a purchaser for value without notice, 
that purchaser should not be affected by the equitable in- 
terests. 

17.—That the powers of sale, and other powers usually 
inserted in mortgages should be made incident by law to 
every mortgage, either of real or personal property, subject 
to such modifications as may be expressed by deed ; and that 
where a mortgage is made to more than one person, the mort- 
gagees should be deemed to be joint tenants in equity as well 
as at law unless the contrary is expressed in the mortgage 
deed. 

18,—That both mortgagor and mortgagee, while in posses- 
sion, should have by law the full powers of granting leases, 
other than building and mining leases, usually given in 
modern settlements to tenants for life, and that each, while 
in possession, should have all the rights and remedies of the 
other as against tenants. 

19.—That the law relating to the accounts of a mortgagee 
in possession should be revised, and that his accounts should 
be taken on the same footing as those of a receiver under the 
court. 

20.—That any person having a charge, annual or in gross, 
not paid after demand for a given time, should be entitled to 
apply fora receiver on summons in chambers without an 
action. The receiver to keep down all annual charges, 

21,—That the mortgagor should have the right of access to 
his title deeds upon payment of all costs attending their pro- 
duction. 

22.—That the mortgagee should not be considered to have 
taken possession by reason of the mortgagor having attorned 
tenant to him in the mortgage deed. 

23.—That all estates held on mortgage or in trust should 
vest in the personal representative. 

24.—That Lord Cranworth’s Act of 1860 should be re- 
vised and extended. 

25.—That the Trustee Acts of 1850 and 1852 should be 
consolidated and amended. 

26.—That a period of limitation should be prescribed for 
the right of the Crown to recover succession or legacy duty. 

27.—That there should be power to take land off the 
register under the Land Transfer Act, 1875, and, if the 
registration was with an absolute title, to obtain a certificate 
to that effect. 

28.—That the courtin actions for specific performance, 
and on applications under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874, should bave the same power of disregarding 
unimportant objectious to title which is given to the regis- 
trar by the 17th section of the Land Transfer Act, 1876. 

29.—That the necessity for an indorsed receipt for the 
consideration money, and an authority to receive the money, 
should be done away with, and that an acknowledgment in 
any instrument of the payment of consideration should be 
sufficient, without an indorsed or other separate receipt, and 
that, in the absence of express notice to the contrary, where 
an instrument, in which ther’ is an acknowledgment by 4 
party executing the same of the payment of consideration 
money, is in the possession of a solicitor acting for that 
party, the possession of the instrument by the solicitor 
shall be a sufficient authority for the payment to him of the 
consideration money. ; 

30.—That, on the acknowledgment of deeds by married 
women, no other certificate of acknowledgment should be 
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neces: than an indorsement signed by the com- 
missioners to the effect now contained in the certificate and 
affidavit. 

Several of the suggestions thus submitted to the Lord 
Chancellor were adopted in the two Bills introduced by him 
for facilitating sales, leases, and other dispositions of settled 
land; and for simplifying and improving the practice of con- 
veyancing. It is understood that these Bills will soon be re- 
introduced, and will probably meet with general approval. 
They deserve the immediate and careful attention of the 
members of the association. 


Scale of Solicitors’ Fees in Conveyancing.—The com- 
mittee of council of the Incorporated Law Society 
appointed to consider the subject of professional re- 
muveration in conveyancing, reported on the 5th of June, 
1879. It will be remembered that a scale was published by 
the council in 1873, which has been acted upon toa con- 
siderable extent in practice, and has consequently found its 
way into legal diaries and books of reference. In 1876 
another scale was adopted, based on the Country Law 
Societies’ scale of 1871; in this scale charges for negotia- 
tions were separated from charges for law business, and the 
charges were on the whole lower for small amounts and 
higher for large amounts than in the scale of 1873. Both 
these scales were laid before the Lord Chancellor, and, 
afterwards, a modified scale, lower both with regard to sales 
and mortgages in the higher amounts than the scale of 1873. 
It being considered essential to the success of any effort to 
obtain binding force for a scale to show that it was generally 
concurred in by the profession, a meeting of your committee 
was held on the 4th of July last, in London, to consider it. 
The opinion of the committee was in favour of the principle 
of the scale of 1876 as against that of 1873, in the points in 
which they mainly differed—i.ec., distinguishing charges for 
negotiations and auctions from legal charges, and a more 
consistent graduation of the percentage allowance. A full 
report of the resolutions passed was issued shortly after the 
meeting. Some further discussion being thought desirable 
between the special committee of the council of the In- 
corporated Law Society and the committee of this association 
with the object of arriving at an agreement upon a scale to 
be submitted to the Lord Chancellor, and with the ultimate 
object of obtaining legal sanction to such scale, a conference 
of the two committees was held in London on the Ist of 
August last. The subject had then acquired increased im- 
portance from the fact that the abolition of the present 
system of conveyancing charges, and the substitution for it 
of an ad valorem scale, had formed the first recommendation 
of Mr. O. Morgan’s committee. The resolutions arrived at 
at the conference were in favour of — 

1.—One scale for vendors and purchasers, and one scale 
for mortgagors and mortgagees respectively ; such scale to 
include charges for auction, negotiation, and procuration. 

2.—The commencement of the scale at £300. 

3.—The adoption of the Incorporated Law Society’s scale 
of 1873 for loans, in preference to the scale of 1876. 

4,—The exclusion of settlements from the scale. 

All the members of the association were written to on 
this subject, and requested to communicate in writing to the 
committee, especially as to the fact of the adoption of the 
scale of 1873 in practice. Sixteen of our members answered 
this appeal, and the committee of council reported on the 
subject in January last. 

he following is a summary of the opinions obtained :— 

Bristol, Leeds, Kent, Manchester, Newcastle, Wolver- 
hampton, Sheffield, and Sussex assented to the scale; 
Gloucestershire, and South Durham and North Yorkshire 
gave a qualified assent to it; Nottingham and Preston 
dissented from it, while Cambridge remained neutral. The 
council accordingly adopted and settled the scale recom- 
mended at the meeting of the 1st of August, 1879, and con- 
curred in by the majority of the law societies as above 
stated. This new scale was immediately laid before the 
Lord Chancellor, together with clauses proposed by the 
¢onncil for insertion in any Bill having for its object the 
shortening of deeds. The design of the clauses in question 
was two-fold—first, to secure to the Incorporated Law 

iety a voice in the settlement of the scale ; and secondly 
to make the scale binding on taxation. 

The proposals of the Lord Chancellor contained in the 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Bill subsequently issued, gave no 
effect to the first of these two suggestions; power was taken 
for the Lord Chancellor, the Master of the Rolls, and the 





chiefs of the common law divisions, to make orders as to con- 
veyancing costs either by commission or percentage, or by 
a gross sum, or by a fixed sum for each document, with- 
out reference to the Incorporated Law Society; the Bill 
further prohibited any agreement between client and 
solicitor for the payment of a larger sum than might be 
prescribed for the business in cases in which the commis- 
sion or percentage scale applied. As to this prohibition, 
it was considered by your committee that there was no 
reason for interfering with freedom of contract between 
solicitor and slient, and that the effect of so doing would 
interfere with the legitimate course of business, since cases 
frequently arise in which the principle of a scale payment 
is admitted by both parties interested to be inapplicable, 
Representations were therefore made by the council, and 
supported by several of our members, to the Lord Chancel- 
lor, and the Bill was amended on report by striking out 
the clause objected to, Here the matter stands for the 
present. Your committee think that strong efforts should 
be made to secure the concurrence of the profession, acting 
through the Incorporated Law Society, in ang arrange- 
ments which may be made, or at least to give them an 
opportunity of being heard before any arrangements are 
determined on, 

District Probate Registrars.—On the 20th of February 
last, the committee considered a report of the special com- 
mittee of ccancil of the Incorporated Law Society on the sub- 
ject of District Probate Registrars. It appeared from that 
report that the district registrars frequently actas agents for 
solicitors in obtaining grants of probate and letters of admi- 
nistration on a reduced scale of fees; that about half 
the district registrars are not solicitors, and that 
clerks of five years’ service in the principal registry 
are eligible for the appointment. It further appeared that 
by the rules of 27th of January, 1863, district registrars were 
forbidden. directly or indirectly to transact business for them- 
selves, or as proctors or solicitors for any other person in the 
district registry to which they had been appointed. The 
resolutions of nine members, namely, Bolton, Bristol, Glouces- 
tershire, Leeds, Liverpool, Newcastle, Wakefield, Sheffield, 
and Sussex, were laid before the meeting. Four of the 
societies, namely, Bolton, Leeds, Newcastle, and Wakefield, 
expressed an opinion against the practice referred to; three, 
namely, Liverpool, Bristol, and Gloucestershire, supported it 
on the ground of convenience; and two, namely, Sheffield 
and Sussex, supported it without any qualifying remarks. 
The committee were much divided in opinion on the subject, 
and it was determined to refer it to the general meeting. 
Your committee have since ascertained the views of the 
Association of District Probate Registrars on the subject. 
The district registrars state that in fact they do not act 
professionally in probate business in their own registries, as 
they are forbidden to do so by the rules of the court, which 
trules they strictly obey. They admit that they receive 
papers through the post as agents of the extracting solici- 
tors; and they also admit that in a minute of the 16th of 
March, 1861, the Lords of the Treasury express the opinion 
that it is not desirable that district registrars should derive 
any profit from acting as agents for professional men in 
matters connected in any way with their registries, although 
the continuance of the practice is sanctioned. The district 
registrars state their belief that no practical injury or im- 
propriety has arisen from the practice in question, but that it 
affords immense convenience to the profession. 

The scale of charges adopted by the Association of Regis- 
trars is as follows :— 

For correspondence and other work on each grant, 

from . ee ° . e 5s.to£1l 1 0 
For engrossing probate copies, per folio of ninety 

words : ° - . . . ‘ . 

For preparing special oaths and other papers—half 

the solicitor’s charge. 

For each letter beyond a second, 
In cases under £450 

Me over £45 . P ‘ ‘ F 
For each letter on a search or application for 
office copy or letter with office copy. - 

For collating office copies ordered by post, per folio 6 
No part of the solicitors’ seal fee, or of the fee for 
clerks, or for extracting the grant, is to be taken. 

The work of the past year has been both varied and 
important, and it may be anticipated that the work in pros- 
pect will prove more important still. Legislation on the 
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subject of the Land Laws, the practice of Conveyancing, 
Bankruptcy, and County Court Jurisdiction, may be expected 
to be actively prosecuted. On all these matters solicitors 
are well qualifi-d to give an opinion, and it is for the public 
advantage that effective expression should be given to their 
views. ‘The co-operation of the country branch of the pro- 


fession through this association with the Incorporated Law 
Society affords the best means which has yet been devised of 
bringing before the Legislature the collective experience of 
the large body of solicitors in this country, and your com- 
mittee have ouly to regret that all the country law societies 
without exception do not lend their aid in making the ex- 
pression of professional opinion as complete as possible. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at the 
hall of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, on 
Thur-day, June 3, the following being present, viz.: Mr. 
Desborough (chairman), and Messrs. Boodle, Collison, Des- 
borough, jun., Hedger, Styan, Smith, Lucas, and A. B. Car- 
penter (secretary), grants amounting to £1,270 were made 
to twenty-four members of the primary class, and £40 to 
four non-members, one new member was elected, and the 
ordinary general business was transacted. 








Solicitors’ Cases. 


COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
(Before Lord CoterrneE, C.J., and Grove and Lorzs, JJ.) 
May 27.—Re John Frederick Robinson, a Solicitor. 


The solicitor was formerly a partner in the firm of 
Robinson, Safford, & Grimwade, solicitors, of Hadleigh, in 
Soffolk. 

Between 1875 and 1878 the firm acted as solicitors for a 
gentleman named Norman, who was an old friend of Mr. 
Robinson, and had assisted him in monetary matters. 

During this period of three years the firm received on 
behalf of their client nearly £7,000 in five different sums, 
four of which had been either received by the firm or by Mr. 
Robinson, Eventually the client, Mr. Norman, bronght an 
action against his solicitors to recover the money due to him. 
The plaintiff’s case was that the money was received by the 
firm, and not paid over tohim. The defendants, Grimwade 
and Safford, on the one hand, alleged that each of the sums had 
been received by the firm, and had been paid over by them 
to their client, by whom it had been handed to Mr. Robinson 
by way of a personal loan, so that it was a debt due from 
him and not from the firm. The defendant Robinson made a 
separate defence, in which he alleged that, as regards £5,000 
odd, that sum was lent to him by the plaintiff, and that on 
the 4th of Novemter, 1876, the plaintiff gave him (Robinson) 
a letter, which stated ‘‘This is to acknowledge that I 
advanced to you the sums of [sums stated], and in considera- 
tion of your allowing me interest at the rate of five per cent. 
on such advances, I hereby undertake not to disturb the same 
without giving you one year’s notice, unless in the event of 
death.—J. R. Norman.” The jury found a verdict for the 
plaintiff, and in answer to a question left to them by Lopes, 
J., said that no soch agreement as that contained in the 
letter of the 4th of November, 1876, and set up by Robinson, 
was ever made, ’ 

Tbe circumstances of the action having come to the 
knowledge of the Incorporated Law Soviety, a rule was 
obtained on their behalf calling upon Robinson to show 
cause why he should not be struck off the rolls. 

A. L. Smith showed cause. 

Wills, Q.C., and Murray, for the Incorporated Law 
Society, were not called upon. 

Lord Cotzrines, C.J.—This is an application on the part 
of the Incorporated Law Society to strike a gentleman off 
the rolls, in consequence of the trial of an action brought by 
a client against a firm of solicitors, I quite felt that the 
verdict which was given against the defendants in the 
civil action, which verdict was a carefully considered one, 
was not absolutely conclusive that the defendant was 
guilty of the misconduct now alleged against him, but it 
was strongly suggestive, and I cannot help remembering 
that it has, as yet, remained unchallenged. I do not say 





that Mr, Smith has not a perfect right to show that the 
verdict proceeded upon grounds which are not satisfactory; 
but I do not propose to rest my judgment on the tech- 
nical ground of estoppel. It isa grave matter that, in a 
civil action, in which juries are natarally loath to say 
either expressly or by implication that a man has done 
anything criminal, a jary was forced to come practically 
toa conclusion that the document by which the defendant 
sought to prove his case was forged. If it was forged by the 
defendant, we should be unworthy of our places on the 
bench were we to hesitate for one moment to say that a 
solicitor of the Supreme Court who had been guilty of such 
a thing should be at once struck off the rolls, for a man 
who could act in the way in which this solicitor is alleged 
to have acted must be a person of considerable baseness. 

Now, is the document a forgery? In the action by the 
client against Robinson, Safford, & Grimwade, the defence 
of the two latter partners was one and the same. As toa 
considerable portion of the money, they averred that it 
had been received by the firm of which Robinson was then 
a@ member, and paid by the firm to the plaintiff, Mr. 
Norman, and that if any of the money was owing to the 
plaintiff from Robinson, it had been returned to Robinson 
by the plaintiff in some private and personal transaction, 
of which Safford and Grimwade had no knowledge. Then 
Robinson, in his defence, said that the money had been 
advanced to him by way of loan, and the way in which it 
is pleaded is that these various sums having been received 
by the firm, some of them as early as the month of March, 
1876, had been retained by the firm or by Mr. Norman, 
and two months afterwards that these identical sums 
were advanced to Robinson as a private loan. That is 
what Robinson states, and the evidence by which he 
attempts to make ont his case is 4 letter purporting to be 
addressed by Norman to him, which is now alleged to be 
a forgery. It is simply incredible that, as this document 
states, this money shonld have been retained and lent 
again in the same sums, even down to the odd shillings 
and pence. The plaintiff repudiated the whole transac- 
tion in strong language. For two years this document had 
been supposed to have been written, but all knowledge of 
it was denied by the plaintiff. Mr. Smith has done for his 
client all that could be done in the case, and all that he 
has been able to show is that, when before Sir F. Pollock, 
in April, 1879, the plaintiff asserted that he did not sign 
certain documents that he had in fact signed, and from 
this he argued that the plaintiff's memory was at fault 
with respect to the letter in question. Those documents 
were, however, of a different kind to this one. In this 
instance it is supposed to have been a personal advance, 
which he would be likely to remember. Bat the case does 
not rest even there, for the plaintiff goes on to say that he 
had not at that time any money to lend, and that no such 
transactions took place as the alleged loan or the writing 
of the letter. 

On the day of this supposed transaction, a different 
transaction took place, namely, an advance of £1,000 
made, net to Robinson, but through him toa person named 
Clabou. Bat the case does not rest even there, because 
it appears that up to a very recent time Mr. Norman had 
been most careful in keeping accounts, and there is 
absolutely nothing to bear out Robinson’s account of the 
matter. Mr. Norman’s accounts make no mention of these 
loans, but they do of the sum of £300 which was beyond 
all doubt lent by him to Robinson, nor do Robinson’s books 
contain avy record of the loans. But the matter does not 
stop there, because besides the £5,000 received by the 
firm, another £1,150 was also due, and it is incredible that, 
if the sums of money had been really advanced, the 
£1,150 should not have been iacluded. With regard to 
the particular advance which Norman did make to Robin- 
son everything in relation to it is regular. 

Now I come to the letter itself, and to my mind it 
carries its own condemnation on its face, and is suggestive 
of suspicious circumstances. # is dated from a place 
where it was not written, and on a day on which it which 
it was not written. I am convinced that Norman never 
signed it atall. Robinson’s daughter, who was called as a 
witness, did not say that she saw the document written, 
bat she says that in the earlier part of November she saw 
Robinson and Norman in the dining-room, both were writ- 
ing and she was sent for an envelope, into which this letter 
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is put and given by Robinson to Mr. Norman. The jary 
came to a perfectly right conclusion, and had I been in the 
box I should have joined in their verdict. The defendant 
is unfit to remain upon the rolls, and the rule must be 
made absolute to strike him off. 

Grove, J.—I am of the same opinion. I regard this case 
from two points of view. First, the improbability of the de- 
fendant’s story. [His lordship went through the facts and 
commented upon them.] The other members of the firm 
knew nothing of the transactions between the plaintiff and 
the defendant. Secondly, as to the letter, Mr. Chabot was 
called at the trial, and he gave it as his opinion that the 
signature to the letter was a forgery, and, from the little 
experience I have had of such mattars, I must say I feel no 
misgiving in coming to the same conclusion. The defendant 
must be struck off the roll. 

Lorgs, J.—I agree with the rest of the court. I tried 
this case, and I have no hesitationin saying that the verdict 
was quite right. I desire tosay one word with regard to 
the other defendants. The jury thought, and I agree 
with them, that Robinson’s partners knew nothing what- 
ever about the transactions of Robinson and the plaintiff. 
Certain money caine to the firm for the plaintiff ; cheques 
were drawn for it in favour of the plaintiff, and, there, so far 
as they knew, the watters ended; they had no further 
dealings with the money. As I have said, the money came 
into the hands of Robinson as a member of the firm, 
and, therefore, in point of law it was partnership money, 
and on this ground alone it was that the verdict of the jury 
went against them. 

Rule absolute to strike the solicitor off the roll. 

Solicitor for the Incorporated Law Society, Williamson. 

Solicitors for the defendant, Last ¢ Sons. 


ae 


(Before Lord Coteriner, C.J., Grove, and Lopzs, JJ.) 
May 24.—Re a Solicitor, 

Wills, Q.C., who appeared on behalf of the Tncorporated 
‘Law Society, stated that the solicitor had already been sus- 
pended, and he was called upon by the present rule to answer 
the matters of certain affidavits, or in the alternative to show 
cause why he should not be struck off the rolls. The rule 
had not been served, there being reason to believe that the 
solicitor had left the country, and it would be necessary to 
apply for an enlargement of the rule until service could be 
effected 

Lord CoLeripGE inquired whether an appeal would lie 
in the matter of a solicitor—whether, in other words, the 
High Court of Justice had not absolute power over its own 
officers. 

Wills imagined that an appeal would lie, At all events, 
he had observed that notice of appeal was given in a particular 
case, but the notice was not acted upon. 

Lord Co.eripcE asked if an appeal had ever been heard in 
such a matter, 

Wills believed not. 

Lord CoLerinok said it would be inconvenient to enlarge 
the present rule indefinitely ; therefore it would be enlarged 
for a fortnight. 


Electfon WVetitions, 
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COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 


(Sittings in Bane before Lord Corepiper, C.J., and 
Grove, J.) 
June 1.—In're The Hereford Election Petition. 

This was an application which had been referred to the 
court by one of the election judges to strike the petition off 
the file,on the ground that there had not been a proper 
compliance with the requirements of the Parliamentary 

ections Act, 1868, which requires a petitioner to find 
Security for £1,000, one of the modes of giving it being by 
Tecognizance, “ to be entered into by any number of sureties 
not exceeding four.” 

Webster, Q.C., and A. 7. Lawrence, appeared in support 
of the application. 

Mathews, Q.C., Anstie, and Boddam, for the petitioners. 

Webster contended that it was manifest that the sureties 
‘should be in the plural number, and as, in the present 
‘case, the recognizance had been entered into only by 








one person, it was not such a form of recognizance as 
Parliament contemplated. He relied upon the words of.the 
section, which were different from those of the former Act 
—11&12 Vict. c. 98. By section 3 of that Act, now re- 
pealed, it was enacted that the recognizance should be 
entered into by ‘‘ one, two, three, or four persons; ” bat 
in the later Act the language was “ by any number of sure- 
ties not exceeding four,” using the word “ sureties ” in the 
plural. 

Lawrence having followed on the same side, 

Lord ConertpGE said it wis clear upon the plain words 
of the Act that one surety might be sufficieat. The words 
were “by any number,” anil he was unable to comprehend 
that “one ”’ was not a number. 

Grove, J., was of the same opinion. The words, he 
thought, were reasonably clear, the object being that the 
sureties should not be more than four, but might be any 
number less than four. 

June l.—Jn re The Evesham Election Petition. 

Lord Coterrnes, C..J., said an application had been made 
to Hawkins, J., that, for the purposes of convenience, the 
trial should be heard at Worcester ; but Hawkins, J., 
was of opinion that an election judge had no jurisdic- 
tion in such a matter, and that the application should be 
made to the Common Pleas Division. With this view he 
thought it right to say he agreed, and the court would make 
the order as prayed for.—Times. 








Leqislatiow of the Week. 


HOUSE OF LORDS: 


MAY 27.—BILL READ A FIRST TIME, 
Bill to Amend the Law of Buria!s (I'he Lord Chancellor), 
JUNE 1.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Settled Land, Limitation of Actions, Conveyancing, 
Solicitors’ Remuneration. 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


MAY 27.—BILLS READ A FIRST TIME. 

Bill for the better Protection of Occupiers of Land 
against Injury to their Crops from Hares and Rabbits (Sir 
W. Harcourt). 

Bill to Amend the Agricultural Holdings Act (Mr. 
Staveley Hill). 

Bill to make further Provision for Securing the Freedom 
of the Election of Members of Parliament (Mr. M. Lloyd). 

Bill to Amend the Law of Bankruptcy (Sir J. Holker). 

Bill to Amend the Gun Licence Act of 1870 (Sir A. 
Gordon). 

BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Public Works Loan (passed through Committee). 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitis.—Liverpool United Gas, London and 
North-Western Railway (Sutton Coldfield and Lichfield 
Railway), London and South-Western Railway, Manchester 
and Milford Railway, Prescot Gas. 


MAY 28.—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
PrivaTE BtLtts.—Bary avd Tottington District Railway 
Didcot, Newbury, and Southampton Junction Railway, 
Swindopv, Marlborough, and Andover Railway. 
Public Works Loans. 


BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Merchant Seamen (Payment of Wages, &c.). 


BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 
Bill to Consolidate and Amend the Law of Partnership 
(Mr. Whitwell). 


MAY 31.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

PrivaTE BiLis.—Aston (Liverpool-street) Burial Ground, 
Cardiff Water, East Norfolk Railway, Great Western and 
Monmonthshire Railway and Canal Companies, Great West- 
era Railway, Katz Naturalization, Llanelly and Mynydd 
Mawr Railway, Liantrissant and Taff Vale Junction Rail- 
way, Ramsgate and Margate Tramways, Vestry of Saint 
Luke (Middlesex), Wednesfield and Wyrley Bank Railway 
(Abandonment). 

Merchant Shipping (Grain Cargoes). 
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BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Bitts.--Chipping Wycombe Borough Exten- 
sion, Denton and Honghton Gas. 
BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 
Bill to Secure Compexsation for Agricultural Tenants 
(Sir T. D. Acland). 
JUNE 1.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Congé d’Elire, Merchant Shipping (Payment of Wages, 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitts.—Helston Railway, Stafford Borough, 

JUNE 2—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Hours of Polling (Boroughs). 
BILLS READ A FIRST TIME. 

Bill to Amend and Extend the Supreme Court of Judi- 
cature Acts, 1872 and 1875, and to make Provisions for the 
better Local Administration of Justice in England (Mr. 
Cowen). 

Bill to Amend the Law relating to the Providing of 
Fands for the Maintenance of Highways in England (Mr. 
Sotheron Estcourt). 

Bill to Extend the Provisions of the Employers and 
Workmen Act of 1873 to Seamen whilst they are in British 
Waters (Mr. Burt). 

Bill to Amend the Bankruptcy Laws (Mr. Morley). 








Crevitors’ Claims. 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 

Barginetron, Witt1am Boxwe tt, Bexley Heath, Kent, M.A., LL.D. 
July 7. French, Crutched Friars 

BrrpewarTsr, Mary, Ripon. July 1. Coppin & Whitham, Ripon 

CHANTRELL, Saran, Clarendon gardens, Ramsgate. June 19. 
Knocker, Dover 

Dopson, Henry, Penge lane, Sydenham, Esq. July 1. Rae, 
Mincing lane 

Evans, Louisa, Plymouth. June 30. Pearse, Plymouth 

ForpuaM, GeorGe, Guilden Morden, Cambridge, Gent. June 24, 
Wortham, Royston 

Forpuam, Mary, Guilden Morden, Cambridge. June 24. Wortham, 
Royston 

FotHERGILL, James, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. July1. Brem- 
ner & Co, Liverpool 

Hargis, Harriet, Knightsbridge. July 1. Davis, Coventry 

Haryert, Evizasetu, Wivelsfield, Sussex. June 24. Penfold & 
Son, Brighton 

Hawkins, Jams, Romford, Essex, Farmer. July 30. Rawlings, 
Romford 

Hickman, Rev Joun, Desborough, Northampton, Clerk. July 1. 
Hunters & Co, New square, Lincoln’s inn 

Hoppriyort, Joun, East Cranmore, Somerset, Farmer. July 16. 
Nalder, Shepton Mallett 

Hvueues, Ricuarp, New Cross rd, Washing Contractor. June 24. 
Sandom & Co, High st, Deptford 

Hvueues, Toomas, New Cross rd, Washing Contractor. June 24. 
Sandom & Co, High st, Deptford 

Kipp, Exiza, Hyde ter, Tollington pk. July 1. Hunter & Co, New 
sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Lzonarp, Samvurt, Walhead, Hereford, Farmer. June 24, Symonds, 
Hereford 

Litrierorp, Grorar, Cowley rd, Uxbridge, Horse Dealer. June 30. 
Wills, Uxbridge 

Moats, Sarsu, Stainforth, York. Junel9. Parkin & Co, Doncas- 
ter 


Morratt, Georcr Gitt, Downderry, Cornwall, Gent. 
Pearse, Plymouth 

Morris, Witi1aM Farrant, Plymouth, Gent. 
Plymouth 


June 30, 


June 30. Pearse, 


Orrwoop, Henry Bett, Stanford Le Hope, Essex, Farmer. June | 


22. Digby & Tabor, Blomfield st 

Patgerson, Evizasetu, South Gosforth, Northumberland. Aug 1. 
Joel, Newcastle-on-Tyne 

Ripeway, Matruew, Islington, Licensed Victualler. 
Nash & Field, Queen st, Cheapside 

Sacu, Rev. Henry, Windlesham, Bagshot, Surrey. July 12. 
Holmes, Clement’s lane, Lombard st 

Sueruerp, Joun Epmunp, Plymouth, Devon. June 30. Pearse, 
Plymouth 

Starnes, Bensamin, Little ford, Essex, Retired Licensed Victualler. 
July 30. Rawlins, Romford 

Waker, Curistopurr, Colton, Lancaster, Yeoman. May 31. 
Jackson, Ulverston 

Wattoy, Joun, Hessle, York, Yeoman. July 1. 
Kingston-upon-Hull 

Woop, Reszxaun, Lewisham, Kent. June 8, 


June 24, 


Rollitt & Sons, 


Howard, Greenwich 
(Gazette, May 21.] 








TO MEMBERS OF THE LEARNED PROFESSIONS. 

To doctors, divines, lawyers, and pressmen, whose duties 
frequently necessitate long abstinence from food, SALAP MISREE, 
the newly introduced Persian food, will be found most invaluable. 
Its nourishing and sustaining qualities have been proved by some 
of the ablest professional men of the day. Sold in bottles at 2s., 
36. 6d., and 10s. 6d, Sole proprietors, Fzrris & Co., 26, Buckingham 
Palace-road ; Central Depot, 49, Fleet-street, E.C. 


SUPREME COURT 


Court oF 
Date. APPEAL. 
Monday, June 7Mr.Cobby 
Tuesday,...... 8 Jackson 
Wednesday.... 9 Cobby 
Thursday .,.. 16 Jackson 
Friday........ 11 | Cobby 
Saturday .... 12 Jackson 


VY. C. Bacon. 


Monday, June 7Mr. Merivale 
Tuesday ...... 8 King 
Wednesday.... 9 Merivale 
Thursday .... 10 King 
Friday.....ee. 11 Merivale 
Saturday ,...12 King 


Birmingham Estates Co, limd 
v Smith act pt hd 

Slater v Drew act pt hd 
(June 1) 

Appleton v Mayor, &cof Bolton 
act (June 21) 

Wooltorton v Ellis Ellis v 
Wooltorton act (June 7) 

Burrard, Bart v Calisher act 

May 28 

Frost v Ward Ex parte Sykes 
& anr, adjd sums set down 
with wits acts by order 
(May 18) 

Bentley v Atkinson act 

Bevan v Scott act 

Day v Coward act 

In re Davis, decd Wimpenny 
v Davis act 





Hudson v Yorkshire Banking 
Co at&mfj 

| Woodin v Evans act 

' Yorkshire Banking Co v 
Hudson act 

Goldberg v Rosenthall Ros- 
enthall v Kensit act&m 


fj 

Marshall v Ballard act (June 
7 

Jackson & Co v Wood Bros 


act 

The Mayor, &c. of London v 
Riggs act 

MoMillan v Brass act 

Bell v Kingdon act (June 7) 

Nixon v Heath act 

Mogg v Barrow act 

Botterill v Birch act 

Nelson v Harbutt act 

Sampson v Somerset & Dorset 
Ry Co act (June 7) 


Gregory v Guttridge fc 
Sinclair v Day f c (short) 
Hamley v Hamley fc 
Dalton v Crew fo 
In re Furbisher, decd Leeds 
; County Bank v Furbisher 
c 


Beaney v Elliott fc 

In re Harrison, decd Harrison 
v Harrison fe 

In re Herbert, decd Herbert 
vJdones fc 

In re Flowers, decd Womack 
v Newman fc (short) 

Drake v Welldon 2nd fc 

Stewart v Stewart fc (June 14) 





Cuurt Papers. 


OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Master oF TH8 
acts. V.C. Mains. 


Mr. Latham Mr. Pemberton 
Leach Ward 
Latham 
Leach 
Latham 
Leach 


V. C, Haun, 
Mr. Clowes 


Mr. Justice 


Fry. 
Mr. Teesdale 
Farrer 
Teesdale 
Farrer 
Teesdale 
Farrer 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
List or Causes FoR Trinity Sittines, 1880. 
Before the MAsTER or THE ROLLS. 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 


Wright v Godwin-Austin act 
(June 22) 
Williams v Spence act 
Austin v Bradmg Harbour 
Improvement and Ry Co 
t 


ac 

Lockwood v Jackson act 

Hickman v_ Cattley act 
(June 1) 

Wray v Chenhall act 

In re James, decd Clarke v 
Mogg act set down by deft 

Courtney v Gordon act 

Wilson v Taylor act 

Redgate v Williams act 

In re James, decd Clark v 
Mogg act set down by plt 

Henderson v Coldwells act 

Hewlett v Cates act 

Hunt v Nash act&mj 

Halsey v Brotherhood act 

Todd v Gilbert act 

Goddard v Andrew act 

Walker v Schofield act 

In re Carter, decd Carter v 
Faller act & mfj 

Catler v Meacock act 

In re Cooper, decd Cooper v 
Challen act 

Elderton v Emmet act 

Maeers v Allen act set down 
by deft 

Mercer v Tennant act 

Wright v Barwell 
down by order 

Gathercole v Smith act 

Jennings v Mills act 

Stein v Nield act 

In re Cornell, decd Collins v 
Cornell act (June 1) 

Long v Brown act 


act set 


Further Considerations. 


In re Buller, decd Thomas 
Richardson f c ae 

Hill v Keddell (1876 -H—328) 
act & 3 sums to vary referee's 
report 

Hill v Keddell (1876—H— 
327) fc & sums to vary 

In re Bond, decd Bond v 
Campbell fc (adjd from ch) 

Smith v Girdlestone fe 

Smith v Iveson fo 

In re Partridge, decd Living- 
stone v Partridge fc 

Crawshaw v Crawshaw fc 

In re Sowerby, deod Sowerby 
v Sowerby fo 


Demurrers. 


| In fe Blunt, decd Burrett vy Burrett demr to statement of 
im 
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Causes for trial ‘without witnesses). 


Longbourne v Vickerman act 
(after June 2) 

Freeland v Met District Ry 
Co act (June 3) 

Isle of Thanet Gas Light Co 
v Davis act 

Emma Silver Mining Co v 
Grant mj 

Davis v Isle of Thanet Gas 
Light Co act 

In re Sargant, decd Higgs v 
Limbrick act (June 7) 

Eastwood v Beckett & Co act 
&mfj (June 1) 

Onion Bank of London v 
Williams m fj (short) 

Heap v Playford act 

Carpenter v Dickens 
(June 9) 

In re Watson, decd Watson 
v Watson act &mfj 

In re Dickin, decd Wilkinson 
vDickin act (June 21) 

- Tennant v. Bechervaise m fj 

Beetham v Hedgeact (June 3) 


act 


Arnison v Charsley m fj 

Deacon vy Dolby mfj 

In re Carr, decd Carr v Midg- 
ley act (short) 

In re Clay, decd Clay v Clay 
spec 

Johnson v Downing m f j 


(short) 

In re Sheffield Sheffeld v 
Needham spc 

Bax v Weeks m fj (short) 

Arthur v Cole mf j 

Cox v Cox act 

Ball v Kemp Welch m f j 
(Bristol D R) 

In re Taylor, decd Taylor v 
Taylor mfj (short) 

Hooper v McJannett m fj 

In re Pope, decd Pope v Pope 

c 


8p 
In re Blewitt, decd Blewitt v 
Blewitt m fj (short) 
Harris v Hall m fj 
O’Hagan v De Forres act 


Before the Vice-Chancellor MALINS. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 


Kent v Stuckey’s Banking Co 
act & m judgt, wits 
Donnison v People’s Cafe Co 


act 

Wolferstan v Oram act 

In re Hoskins Britton v 
Britton act 

Elliott v Wale act 

Beckett v Attwood act, pt hd 

Hicking v Hicking act 

Rogersv Manley act pthd 

Legg v Smith act & mf j 

Governors of Alleyns’ College, 
Dulwich v London B & S 
Coast Ry act 

Sheehan v Great Eastern Ry 
Co act, wits 

Life Association, Scotland v 
Hoare act, witns 


In re Charman Charman v 
Charman act 

In re Thorley Thorley v 
Thorley act &mj 

Stenning v Crowhurst act 

Child & Co v Thorley 
wits 

Price v Torrens act 

Whitwell v Richards act 

Stevens v Davies act 

In re Thompson Thompson v 
Gover act 

Ford v Owen act &m fj 

Hewett v London, & Ry Co 

t 


act 


ac 
De Bergue v De Bergue . act 


Further Considerations. 


Greenwood v Lord f c and 
sums to vary 

Coney v Tennant fc 

InreBone Adamsv Bone f 
c & sums to vary 

Eves v Sherley fe 

Reeve v Royante fc 

Inre Green Jowitt v Green 


c 

Astley v Micklethwait fc 

In re Gosman petition of 
right fo 

Inre Raines Raines v Raines 
fc & sumns to vary 

Markham v Markham fc 

Williams v Hughes f c and 
sumns to vary 

Patching v Barnett fc 

Williams v Jones fc 

Dorin v Dorin fc 


Thomeon v Rogers fe 
In re Russell Russell vy Smith 


c 

Ritson v Elliott fe 

Metcalfe v Webster fc 

Marquis Camden v Murray f 
ce & sumns to vary 

Horwood v Hardy fe 

Levy v Soloman fe 

In re Finch Abbess v Burney 


c 
In re Salmon Salmon v May- 


hew fe 
In re Creighton Tidswell v 
Cotter fc 
Delves v Delves fc (short) 
Hodgson v Witt fe 
Grey v Siggers fc 
March v Martin fe 
Annesley v Mears 2nd fc 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 


‘Wilson v De Coulon 

Webb v Hodgetts act 

Minshall v Cooper act & m 
for j (May 27) 

London & N-W Ry Co v 
Fleetwood Local Board act 
(May 31) 

In te Wallis Boucey v Wal- 

t 


ac’ 
In re Funnell Funnell v 

Ashurst m fj 
Williams v 


In re Williams 
Mooton act 

Harpham v Shacklock act & 
m fj 

Winton v Davies mj 

Robinson v Robinson mj 

In re Farnham Fowke v 


Farnham act 
Gasquet vScale mj 


act 


In re Morgan’ Griffiths v 
Morgan act & mj 

Watson v Bentley act & mj 

Swithinbank v Hughes act 

In re Rash Rash v Rash 
act & mj 

Richardson v Fox act 

Frye v Frye act 

Mosley v Kay special case 

Welman v Welman act 

In re Redhead Andrews v 
Andrews act 

Pead v De Meschin act 

In re Londesborough Bridg- 
man v Fitzgerald spc 

Sheffield v King mfj 

In re Smith Birmingham, &c 
Bank vSmith mfj 

Whitney v Williams act 

Coylev Cumay mfj 





In re Cooke Harrison v Cooke 


act 
Inre Roe Gilbert v Raynes 
act 
Ashburner v Scott m fj 
Simpson v Henderson act 
Baggs Somerset, & Ry act 
West of England, &c Bank v 
Nicholls act 


In re Beedham Bellamy v 
Beedham act 

Gould v Pritz mfj 

In re Casswell Quincey v 
Wiglesworth mfj 

In re Lightfoot Lightfoot v 
Mercleay mfj 

Viret v Viret act 

Routledge v Routledge act 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir Jamms Bacon. 
Causes for trial. 


Rolls v Isaacs act (not before 
uly 1) 

McLean v Brown caus, wits 

Brown v McLean caus, wit 

Chadwick v Chadwick act 
wits 

Brown v Jackson act wits 

Duke of Roxburgh v Cox act 
(restored) 


In re Evered, decd Snelling v 
Evered act, wits 

Johns v James act 

Riley v Western District Bank 
act, wits 

Harland v Garbutt act, wits 


pt 
Redfearn v Israel act, wits 


Transferred from Vice-Chancellor Haut by Order of 10th 
November, 1879. 


Owens Cov Klinwort a, wits 

In re Conolly Conolly v 
Conolly act 

Hammersley v Staffordshire 
Potteries Waterworks Co 
act, wits 

In re Petn of Right of J 
Young and J Grinarell wits 

Ormathwaite v Kington, &c., 
Ry Co act 

French v Mugleston act, wits 

In re Roe Morgan v Rve act, 


wits 
Brown v Critchfield issue for 
trial 


| Ranson v Patton act & mfj 


Bradford District Bank, limd 
vSmith act&mfj 

In re Stansfield Stansfield v 
Stansfield spc 

Wood v Kay act, wits 

Butler v Johnson act, wits 

Hathaway v Hathaway a, wits 

Keen v Lawes act, wits 

Basham v Hutchinson Hutch- 
inson v Basham c 

Basham v Hutchinson 
restored 

Waddell v Brown act witns 

Ward vBarnes mj 

Bence v Bence act 

Colegrave v Hales act witns 

Tebb v Prince act witns 

Fothergillv Farley act witns 

Hester v Hester mj witns 

Lyon v Tweddell act witns 

Griffiths v Richards act witns 

Robson v Robson act witos 

Smee v Ho'yland act witns 

In re Barker, decd Barker v 
Robson act &mj 

Gordon v Orchard act 

Warner v Mosses act 

Inre Tutin Tutin v Tutin 
act 


act 


In re Palin Palin v Brookes 
act witns 

Serff v Luff act witns 

Barnett v Clark mfj 

Sidwell v Klenck act witns 

Williams vGroom mj 

In re Ladley Huss v Craw- 
ford act witns 

Liddell v McDougall 
witns 

Hughes v Wilson m j 

Jackson v Jackson mfj 

Peacock v Grieves act 

Newington Local Board v 
Eldridge act, wits 

In re Oliverson Oliverson v 
Ross mfj 

Jenner v Turner act, wits 

In re Lee Leev Lee act 

In re Griffiths Griffiths y 
Phillips act, wits 

Phillips v Andrade act wits 

In re Burton Burton v Bur- 
ton spc 

In re Brooke Tatham v 
Brooke fc 

Cohen v Chatterley act, wits 

Wood v Swann act, wits 

Meluish v Gany fe 

Lett v Hammant 
Lett fe 

De Montauban v Butterfield 


act 


Haughey 


fc 
In re Burn Willicombe v 
Crowe act 
Jenkins v Batchelor 
(short) 
Green v White act &mfj 
7 Coote, & Co v Lowndes 
c 


m f j 


Haslam v Crow fc (short) 
Scarlett v Thursby fc 
Lee v Pope act 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir CuanLEs HALL. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 


Reus v Lever act 

In re Smith lLoughnan v 
Wornan act 

Cavaliero v Cavaliero act 

Mathews v Mathews act 

Hills v Hall act 

Llanover v Homfray act 

Phillips v Llanover aet 

Rowlands v Williams act 

Edwards v Lovering Lovering 
v Edwards act 

Hawkes v Sayer act 

Peters v East Grinsted Ry 
Co act 

Dodington v Phelps act 


Brand v Hancock act 
Roberts v Richards act 
Humphreys v Brown act 
May v Verity act 
Robertson v Hicks act 
Cripps v Toleman act 
Waid Ashton v Dimond act 
Powell v Thomas act 
Nobles Co v Krebs & Co act 
Gabbitass v Gabbitass act 
Jackson v Copp act 

Bevan v White act 

Weston v Joyner act 

Gibbs v Gibbs act 


Further Considerations. 


Spike v Harding fc & sums 
to vary pt hd 
~ Young Young v Smith 
C) 


Mitchell v Williamson 

Macdonald v Hawkins fe 

In re Wanchope Wanchopev 
Wanchope fo 
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Hod ges v Hadfield fo 
In re Bromley Corsam v Cox 
f 


c 
Marshall v Priestly fc 
Smith v Tufton fo & two sms 

to vary 
Hall v Butcher fc 
Lane v Lane fo 
Penston v Penston fc 


In re Longstaff Fawcet v 
Longstaff fc 

Elvy v Harris fc 

In re Amsby Soper v Amsby 
fo 

Powell v Briggs fo 

Mercer v Mayhew fc 

Humphreys v Holyoake fc 


Demurrers. 


Cooper v'Stevens demr 


Searle v Jones demr 


(Without Witnesses) 


Re — of Peru v Ruzo m 
or 

Bedford v Isaacs act 

Pricev Hyde mf j pt hd 

James v Capital & Counties 
Bank issue for trial 

Cooper v Stevens act 

In re Anderson Deweyv 
Anderson mfj 

James v Gills act 

Pemberton v Dillwyn act 

Adams v Adams act 

Cross v The CreditCo mj 

In re Welch Welch v Welch 


m 
Edwards v Holcombe mj 
Sully v Hendrey mj 
Warburton v Warburton act 
Manchester, &c, Banking Co 
v Wrigley act 
Brogden v Brogden 
Roberts v Jones act 
Markwick v Dennett act 
Claridge v Arnold mj 
Patey v Spencer act &mj 
Inre Pashley Pashley v Sdx- 
on act 
In re Morgan Morgan v 
Morgan special case 
Herbert v Webster special 


case 
Cornellan v Bradley act 
Gibbs v Hassell mj 
White v South Staffordsh ire, 
&c, Co act 


In re Stubbs, decd Stubbs v 
Burton special case 

Stuckey v Stuckey mfj 

Jourdan v Bacon mfj 

Every v Hobden act 

Hibbard v Thomas m f j 

Heywood Local Board v 
Chadwick act 

Harrison v Cornwall, &c, Ry 


sp c 

Turnbull v Hicks act 

In re Honeyman White v 
Wright act 

The Briton Medical, &c, v 
Wilder aet (short) 

In re Carroll Damen v Carroll 
act 

In re Lulham' Brinton v 
Lulham act 

In re Crosse Crosse v Crosse 
act (short) 

In re Meara Hawkesford v 
Goule aci 

Reade v Reade act 

In reRobson Burchett v Rob- 
son mfj 

Lawrence v Peperell act 

Dent & Co, v Poole act 

In re Hill Sagar v Buins 
m fj 

Fossett v Gunnell m fj 

Walker v Carter act 

Nickson v Newton act 

Williams v Williams act 

In re Upton Foster v Britton 


Scott v Longrigg Longrigg’ 
v Scott act, wits 

Hubback v Frinneby act, wits 

Krehl v Burrell act wits 

Hicks v Bradley act wits 

Deere v Gardiner act wits 

In re Mead Harris v Mead 
act wits 

Gibbs v Taubman act wits 

Addy v Beckett & Co act & 
m f j, wits 

Thorpe v Cardy act wits 

Andrew v Walker act wits 

Tildesley v Harper act restd 

Witham v Vane act, wits 

Hall v Lichfield Brewery Co 
act, wits 

Whitmore v Farley act, wits 

Clarkson v Harrison act, wits 

Lovesy v Smith act, wits 

Mighell v Bennington act 
wits 

Webster v Whewall act, wits 

Tann v Heale act, wits 

Balliard v Shutt act, wits 

Glover v Billups act & m fj 

Newill v Snelling act, wits 

In re Bliss Whitney v Bliss 
act, wits 


Duke v Littleboy act, wits 
Halliday & Cov Roberts act, 


wits 

In re Bardo Bardo v Bardo 
act, wits 

Flower v Buller act & m fj, 
wits 

Turner v Hill act, wits 

Groves v Brown act &mfj 


wits 

Addenbroke v Tossell act 
wits 

Franklin v Cole act, wits 

Anker v Franklin act, wits 

Thompson v Martin act & 
m fj 

Dawson v Clever act, wits 

Gilbert v Comedy Opera Co 
act, wits 

Woodcock v Parker act, wits 

Wallis v Smith act, wits 

Backhouse v Queen Building 
Society act, wits 

Hallv Williams act, wits 

Mascall v Thompson act, wits 

In re Brook Sykes v Brook 
act, wits 

Wren v Wren act, wits 

Windle v Stephens act, wits 


N.B.—The above list contrins causes sat down to May 21 


inclusive. 





Common Law Divisions. 
The Queen’s Bench and Common Pleas Divisions will not 
sit in Banc until Monday next, June 7. 
There will be no sitting in Bancin the Exchequer Division 


until further notice. 


The courts will sit at the Guildhall for the trial of special 
and common jury actions on Thursday, the 17th inst., and 


thence until the end of June. 


It has been arranged that Mr. Justice Field will accom- 
pany the Lord Chief Baron on the Sonth-Eastern Circuit 


instead of Mr. Baron Pollock, 


and that the latter judge will 


Mr. Justice Field’s place on the Midiand Circuit. 





ELECTION 


PETITIONS. 


The following are the latest re-arrangements made by 










































Inre Youle Roberts v Youle 
special case 

Golden v Shaw act 

Russell vy East India Ry Co 
mj 


act 
Morris v Buckley act & mtn 
for judg 


Before Mr. Justice Fry. 
Causes for Trial. 

Smedley v Ashe act, wits Wilmot v Barber (not before 
Mather v Mather act (not June) 

before July) Phillips v Ellis act, wits 
Johnson v Cambrian Rys Co Banque Franco-Egyptienne & 

act wits (not before June 12) ors v Lutscher act, wits (not 
Wells v Chelmsford Local before May) . 

Board of Health act 


Causes transferred from Vice-Chancellor Bacon, for trial or 
hearing only, pursuant to order dated 26th December, 1879. 


Willats v Met Boardof Works Nives v Nives act, wits 
act, wits (not before June) 


Causes transferred from Vice-Chancellor Bacon, for trial or 
hearing only, pursuant to order dated 3let January, 1880. 


Thomas v Prosser act, wits | HeathcotavStainer act witns 

Jones v Williams act, wits Wilson v Witworth act 
(not before June 8) witns 

Robinson v Edwards act, wits Smithy Meux act witns 

Lutton v Alt act, wits Newton v Nock act, witns 

Lloyd v Anglo-German, &c, Leaver v Le Gros act, witns 
Co_ issue for trial, wits pt hd 

Nobels Explosive Co v Vivian Le Gros v Leaver act, wits 
end Co acts, wits Nobels Le Gros v Waddell act, wits 
Explosives Co v Whittle Gorebham v Michell act, wits 
act wits Gloucestershire, &c, Banking 

Cov Morse act witns 


Causes transferred from Vice-Chancellor Bacon for trial or 
hearing only, pursuant to order dated February 24, 1880. 

In re Twemlow Huber v Attorney - Gen v Humphrey 
Twemlow act, wits act, wit 

Arkwright v Newbold act In re Brooke Bulmer v 
wits Brooke act & m f j, wits 





the judges for the hearing of the parliamentary election 
petitions :—Mr. Justice Lush and Mr. Jastice Manisty— 
Colchester, June 7; Westbury, June 14; Piymouth, June 
18; Worcester, June 23. Mr. Justice Denman and Mr, 
Justice Lopes—Horsham, June 7 ; Wallingford, June 10; 
Hereford, June 14; Leominster, June 17. Mr. Baron 
Pollock and Mr. Justice Hawkins—Hvesham, June 7; 
Gloucester, June 9; Stroud, June 14; Towkesbury (the 
petition to be tried at Gloucesier), Jane 17; Salisbary, 
Jane 21; Wilton, June 22. 








It is announced that the list of applications for the new 
issue of shares in the Orient Steam Navigation Company, 
Limited, will be closed on Saturday next, 5th inst. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 





Hancrapts. 
Fripay, May 28, 1880. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 

Abrahams, Isaiah, City rd, Glass Merchant. Pet May 26. Broug- 
ham. June 11 at 12 

Davis, David Solomon, Hatton garden, Holborn, Fancy Stationer, 
Pet May 25, Murray. June 11 at 11 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Carson, James, Manchester, Jeweller. Pet May 26. Kay. Man- 
chester, June 14 at 12 

Curwen, Alfred Francis, Harrington, Cumberland, Clerk in Holy 
Orders. Pet May 22. Were. Whitehaven, June 11 at 11 

Hargreaves, James Henry, Heaton, fancaster, Builder. Pet May 
26. Holden. Holton, June 9 at 11 

Oliver, Edwin Alfred, and Joseph Campbell, Durham, Ale Mer- 
chants. Pet May 22. Marshall. Durham, June 8 at 11 

Picot,C _, Barracks, Hounslow, Gent. Pet May 25. Ruston, jun. 
Brentford, June 15 at 2 - 

Stockwin, Gideon, York, Provision Merchant’s Traveller. Pet May 
25. Perkins. York, June 9at 11 

Tomkies, John, Derby, Beer Retailer. Pet May21. Weller. Derby, 
June 10 at 12 
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Turner, William, Giggleswick, Settle, York, Farmer. Pet May 26, 
Lee. Bradford, June 14 at 11 

Winnington, Joseph, Spencer rd, Tottenham, Builder. Pet May 25. 
Pulley. Edmonton, June 8 at 11 

Tuxrspay, June 1, 1880. 
Under the bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 

Eaton, Henry Charles, Holborn viaduct. Pet May 26. Brougham. 
June 15 at 11 

Macleod, Norman, Eardley crescent, Brompton. Pet May 27. Haz- 
litt. June 16 at 12 

Pentony, Henry William, Silver st, Brace Manufacturer. Pet May 
28. Pepys. June 16 at 12.30 

Stoneman, James, Russell pl, Bermondsey, Leather Merchant. Pet 
May 28. Pepys. June 16 atl 

Stunt, William, Brick lane, Whitechapel, Fish Dealer. Pet May 28. 
Pepys. June 16 at 12 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Evans, Edward, Evan Evans, and Edward Walter Evans, Aber- 
mule, Montgomery, Millers. Pet May 28 Talbot.. Newtown, 
June 17 at 12.30 

Hopkins, Richard, Aston, nr Birmingham, Brush Manufacturer. 
Pet May 28. Cole. Birmingham, June 9 at 2 

King, Joseph John Hoare, Southsea, Hants, Common Brewer. Pet 
May 27. Renny. Portsmouth, June 17 at 12 ’ 

Murphy, George Wyndham, Dunstable, Bedford, Bachelor of Medi- 
cine. Pet May 28. Cooke. Luton, June 15 at 12.30 

ord, John William, Gt Yarmouth, Hosier. Pet May 28, 
orlledge. Gt Yarmouth, June 17 at 11 

Smith, James, Willingham, Cambridge, Farmer. Pet May 18. 
Eaden. Cambridge, June 1 at 10.30 

Spark, Henry King, Startforth, nr Barnard Castle, Gent. Pet May 
15. Crosby. Stockton-on-Tees, June 11 at 11 

BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, May 28, 1880, 

Atkins, John, Brunswick pl, City rd, Tobacco Merchant. May 13 

Wise, William Henry, Coptheath, Solihull, Warwick, Farmer. May 
4 


Turspay, June 1, 1880." 
Bickford, Joseph, who lately carried on business at Worcester, as an 
Hotel Keeper. May 26 
Hunt, John William, James Henry Hunt, and William Benjamin 
Reynolds, jun, Wolverhampton, Silversmiths. May 27 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, May 28, 1880. 

Alderson, George, West Hartlepool, Stone Mason. June 7 at 3 at 
offices of Simpson, Church st, West Hartlepool 

Anderton, Charles, Wigan, Lancaster, Smallware Dealer. June 12 
at 11 at offices of Stewart, King st, Wigan 

Bailey, Mark, Huddersfield, Felt Slipper Manufacturer. June 11 at 
at 3 at offices of Booth, John William st, Huddersfield 

Balls, Charles, Dagenham, Essex, Miller. June 10 at 3 at offices of 
Aird, Eastcheap 

Barton, Alfred, and Robert Monk, Victoria villas, Gipsy hill. June 
9 at 2 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Ford and Edwards, 
Pinner’s hall, Old Broad st 

Beeson, Henry Charles, Humberstone, Leicester, out of business. 
June 9 at 12 at. offices of Harvey, Selborne buildings, Millstone 
lane, Leicester 

Bellamy, Hugh, Mark lane. Commission Agent. June 10 at 3 at 
offices of Rae, Mincing lane 

Bond, Henry, Preston, Lancaster, out of business. June 14 at 11 at 
offices of Thompson and Craven, Lund st, Preston 

Bradley, Charles, Newchurch-in-Rosendale, Lancaster, Contractor. 
June 16 at 3 at at offices of Grundy and Co, Booth st. Hargreaves 
and Knowles, Newchurch 

Brookfield, John, Southport, Lancaster, Coal Dealer. June 11 at 3 
at the Scarisbrick Hotel, Lord st, Southport. Jackson, Liverpool 

Carr, Thomas, Liverpool, Tea Dealer. June 14 at 3 at the Creditors’ 
a, Arthur st East. May and Co, Adelaide pl, London 

ge 

Charig, Henry Mark, Shoreditch, Woollen Merchant. June 12 at 11 
at the Cannon st Hotel, Cannon st. Goldberg and Langdon, West 
st, Finsbury cirens 

Collis, Samuel, Longton, Stafford, General Dealer. June 9 at 11 at 
offices of Ayre, Cheapside, Hanley 

Craddock, Tom Myers, West Challow, Berks, Farmer. June l4at 12 
at offices of Jotcham, Wantage 

Deerle, Richard, Thorpe, Surrey, Cattle Dealer. June 12 at 2 at 
offices of Emmmott, Budge row, Cannon st 

Downing, Joseph, Festiniog, Merioneth, Station Master. June 10 at 
2 at the Queen’s Hotel, Four Crosses, Festiniog. Ellis, Four 
Crosses 

Edman, Frederick Woolfitt, Birmingham, Wine Merchant. June 9 
at 11 at offices of Parr, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Embleton, Robert, ‘'ynemouth, Northumberland, Grocer. June 10 
at 11 at offices of Pybus, Dean st, Newcastle-on-Tyne 

Emmett, James, Dukinfield, Chester, Sadler. June 21 at 3 at the 
Commercial Hotel, King st, Dukinfield. Garforth, Dukinfield 

Firth, Joseph, Rochdale, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. June 7 at 
4at offices of Molesworth, Central chambers, the Walk, Roch- 

le 


Flowers, Henry, Nottingham, Mill Furnisher. June 11 at 12 at offices 
of Rudd, Insurance chambers, Wheeler gate, Nottingham. Par- 
Sons and Bird, Nottingham 

rster, Henry, Victoria park sq, Cambridge Heath, Bout Manufac- 
turer. June 10 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 

Fox, John, Stourbridge, Worcester, Grocer. June 4 at 3 at offices 
of ——, Temple row, Birmingham 

France, Thomas, ewcastle-on-Tyne, News Agent. June 9 at 3 at 
offices of Stanford, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Furber, John, Crewe, Chester, Ironmonger, June 3 at il at Albion 
Hotel, Manchester. Pointon, Crewe 

= Mitchell, Farnworth, near Bolton, Grocer. June 15 at 3 at 

weed Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester. Sutton and Elliott, Man- 





Goddard, George, Rathbone st, Canning Town, Provision Dealer. 
June 6 at 11 at Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall 
st. Fowler, Abchurch lane 

Guswell, Richard William, Plymouth, Boat Builder. June 10 at 11 
at offices of Stanbury, Princess sq, Plymouth 

Guthrie, Alexander, Sunderland. Durham, Draper. June 8 at 12 at 
offices of Robinson, West Sunniside, Sunderland 

Hails, Thomas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Licensed Victualler. June 4 
at 3 at offices of Macdonald, Mosley st, N ee 

Hand, John, Wolverhampton, Licensed Vi . June il atllat 
offices of Willcock, Wolverhampton 

Harper, Joseph, Charles st, Stepney, Builder. June 11 at2 at offices 
of Foreman, Son, & Co, Gresham st. Parnell, Fenchurch st 

Harrold, William Henry, Wolverhampton, Flour and Bread Dealer. 
June 10 at 3 at offices of Rhodes, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Heaton, William, Sichlinghall, York, Innkeeper. June 12 at 3 at 
offices of Farmery, High st, Knaresborough 

Heyden, Edouard van der, and Louis van der Heydon, Great Tower 
st, Commission Agents. June 17 at 2 at offices of Barber, Old 


Jewry 

Hillary, Anthony, Philbolton, Southampton, Farmer. June 9 at 2 
at the Star Hotel, Andover. Clarke 

Holmes, William, Birmingham, Auctioneer. June 9 at 2 at the 
Great Western Hotel, Monmouth st, Birmingham. Spencer, Bir- 
mingham 

Hood, Samuel, Mucclestone, Stafford, Farmer. June 8 at 2 at 16, 
King st, Longton. Robinson, Stoke-upon-Trent 

Israel, Alfred, Salford, Lancaster, Boot Dealer. June 16 at 11 at 
offices of Turner, Booth st, Manchester 

Jackson, Miles Denson, Penrith, Cumberland, Boot Maker. June 
14 at 3 at 28, Southend rd, Penrith. Cant 

James, Edward, Tavistock, Devon, General Dealer. June 8 at 12 at 
offices of Bridgman, Courtenay st, Plymouth 

Jewell, John, Plymouth, Boot Maker. June 1lat 2 at the Grand 
Hotel, Broad st, Bristol. Pearce, Plymouth 

John, Shadrach, Abergavenny, Monmouth, Hotel Keeper. June 12 
at 1 at the Royal Hotel, Cardiff. Hodgens, Abergavenny 

Jones, John David, Resolven, Glamorgan, Grocer. June 10 at 12 at 
offices of Charles, The Parade, Neath 

Kenyon, John, Liverpool, Coal and Coke Merchantt. June 15 at 3 
at offices of Sheen and Broadhurst, North John st, Liverpool. 
Parkinson, Liverpool 

Lopez, Eugenio, Regent st, Railway Contractor. June 23 at 2 
at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Montague, Bucklers- 


bury 

Love, Frank, Upper James st, Regent st, Builder. June 7 at 3 at 
offices of Winkworth, Oxford st, Regent circus 

Maitland, George Gammie, Pall Mall, Gentleman. June 15 at3 at 
Offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 

Mann, Samuel, and George Loveys Mann, Upper Thames st, 
Builders. June 10 at 2 at offices of Davis and Co, Coleman 
st 

Merrion, Thomas, Richmond rd, Dalston, Builder. June 10 at 3 at 
offices of Funston, Finsbury pavement 

Mortimer, Wilson, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. June 8 at ll at 
offices of Wright, Gallowtree gate, Leicester 

Needham, Sylvester, Salford, Lancaster, out of business. June 21 at 
3 at offices of Garthwaite, Brazenose st, Manchester 

Norvill, James, Weston-super-Mare, Ironmonger. June 9 at 
a at the Talbot Hotel, Victoria st, Bristol: Davies, Weston-super- 

are 

Owens, Richard, Holyhead, Anglesey, Grocer. June 10 at 2 at offices. 
of Roberts, Bangor 

Petty, Charles, Eden grove, Holloway, Licensed Victualler. June 17 
at 3 at offices of Nevent, Warwick st, Gray’s inn 

Place, Edward, Enfield, Liverpool, Baker. June 18 at 3 at offices of 
Lowe, Mount pleasant, Liverpool 

Porter, Thomas William, Kemerton, Gloucester, Fruit Dealer. June 
11 at 11 at offices of Moores and Romney, Tewkesbury 

Price, John Llewellyn, Hay, Brecon, Grocer. June 10 at 4 at offices 
of Corner, High Town, Hereford 

Randall, William, Dunstable, Bedford, Dyer. June 11 at 3 at offices. 
of Benning and Sons, Dunstable 

Reed, John Henry, Maidenhead, Berks, Circus Proprietor. June 11 
at 1 at offices of Scott and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Ridsdale, R chard, Manningham, York, Tailor. June 8 at3 at the 
Creditor’s Association, Parkinson’s chambers, Market st, Bradford 

Roberts, George, and William Roberts, Redfield, Gloucester, Builders. 
June 9 at 12 at offices of Clifton and Carter, Broad st, Bristol 

Roberts, Robert, Netley Stapleton, Salop, Farmer. June7 at 12 at 
offices of Chandler, Talbot chambers, Shrewsbury 

Rochester, Henry, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Stationer. June 14 at 2 at 
offices of Bird, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Sanders, James, St Helens, Lancashire, Commission Agent. June .- 
16 at 3 at Offices of Nordon, South John st, Liverpool 

Selby, Maurice, Gelynog, near Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Licensed 
Victualler. June 9 at 2 at the Victoria Hotel, Pontypridd. Hollier 
and Williams, Pontypridd 

Smith, Horatio, Derby, Boot Manufacturer. June 9 at 3 at offices of 
Flint, Full st, Derby 

Smith, Joseph, Little Gonerby, Grantham, Lincoln, Calf Dealer. 
June 15 at 1.30 at the Black Horse Inn, Westgate, Grantham. 
Pratt and Hodgkinson 

Smith, William, Nottingham, Grocer. June 11 at 12 at offices of 
Bright, Town Club chambers, Wheeler gate, Nottingham 

Smith, William Henry, Sutton Vallance, Kent, Plumber. June 4 
at 4 at the Mitre Tavern, Mitre ct, Temple. Staniland, North rd, 
Highgate 

Stevens, Henry James, Calne, Wilts, Ironmonger. June 14 at 11 at 
offices of Boodle, Albion bldgs, New Swindon 

Storey, James, and William French Storey, Manchester, Manufac- 
turers of Mantles. June 18 at 3 at offices of Addleshaw and War- 
burton, Norfolk st, Manchester 

Symes, John Robert, Taunton, Somerset, Baker. June 17 at1l at 
offices of Kite, East st, Taunton 

Taylor, William, Oldham, Lancaster, Plumber. June 11 at 12 at 
offices of Watson, Church lane, Oldham 
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Thompson, George, South Cheltenham, Gloucester, Commission 
Agent. June 7 at 10 at offices of Potter, Northfield House, North 
pl, Cheltenham 

Toft, John, and Samuel Hipkiss, Wolverhampton, Coppersmiths. 
June 11 at 11 at offices of Catis, , King st, Wolverhampton 

‘Tozer, Alfred, Rupert st, Haymarket, Plate Worker. June 15 at 
11 at offices of Nicholls, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Walker, John, Salford, Lancaster, Beerhouse Keeper. June 9 at 3 
at offices of Shippey and Field, Cooper st, Manchester 

Wheatcroft, Henry, Mentmore ter, Hackney, Boot Manufacturer. 
June 14 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 

Wigley, Henry, Nottingham, Butcher. June 14 at 12 at offices of 
Fraser, Wheeler gate, Nottingham 

Wilbourn, William, Deptford, Kent, Corn Merchant. June 10 at 3 at 
offices of Marchant and Co, High st, Deptford 

Wilson, Aaron, Chorley, Lancaster, Grocer. June 9 at 11 at offices 
of Stanton, High st, Chorley 

Winsor, Henry, Torquay, Devon, Builder. June 9 at 11 at offices of 
Lindop, Fleet st, Torquay 

Wood, Robert, Leeds, Accountant. June 16 at 3 at offices of Pullan, 
Bond st, Leeds 

Wright, Benjamin, Moreton st West, Pimlico, Cheesemonger. June 
9at3 “a offices of Brook and Chapman, Wool Exchange, Cole- 
man 8 





TvuxEspay, June 1, 1880. 
Alston, Isaac, Middlesborough, Jeweller. June 11 at 11 at offices of 
Teale, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Anthony, William, Newport, Greengrocer. June 15 at 12 at offices 
of Lloyd, Bank chambers, Newport 
June 11 at 2 at 


Ashmore, Arthur Brown, Birmingham, Grocer. 
, Birmingham 
ollingbourne Ducis, Wilts, Hotel Pro- 


offices of Burton, Union 
Banning, George Charles, 
~7 ody June 15 at 12 at Castle Hotel, Devizes. Rodway, Trow- 
ridge 
Banning, William, Birmingham, Grocer. June 11 at 12 at offices of 
Southall and Co, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Baty, Thomas, Stockton-on-Tees, Veterinary Surgeon. June 22 at 
11 at offices of Dodds and Co, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 
Betteley, Joseph, Hanley, Earthenware Manufacturer. June 9 at 
County Court offices, Cheapside, Hanley, in lieu of the place 
originally named 
Bettelley, Joseph, Hanley, Earthenware Manufacturer. June 9 at 11 
at offices of Salt, Kelle st, Tunstall 
Bowater, Thomas, John James{Bowater,and Wiliam Alfred Bowater, 
West Bromwich, Ironmasters, June 14 at 11 at Dartmouth Hotel, 
High st, West Bromwich. Topham, West Bromwich 
Bowes, Sidney, Morley, York, Cowkeeper. June 14 at 3.30 at Royal 
Oak Inn, Halifax. Wooler, Morley 
Dowlen, John Cheeseman, Reigate, Surrey, Miller. June 15 at 12 at 
offices of Head, Bell st, Reigate 
Brass, Robert, Sunderland, Durham, Ironfounder. June 12 at 11 at 
offices of Haswell and Marshall, John st, Sunderland 
Briggs, James, Mitcham, Surrey, Market Gardener, 
at offices of Medcalf, King st, Cheapside 
Brook, James, North Bierley, York, Grocer. June 12 at 11 at offices 
of Wilkinson, Kirkgate, Bradford 
Buck, William Henry, Salford, Lancaster, Coal Merchant. June 7 
= 3 ved offices of Simpson and Hockin, Mount st, Albert sq, Man- 
chester 
Campling, Robert, Norwich, Commission Agent. June 14 at 12 at 
F oftices of Bavin and Daynes, Exchange st, Norwich 
Candy, Theophilus, Trowbridge, out of business. June 14 at 11 at 
offices of Clark and Collins, Trowbridge 
Challiner, Roger Richardson, Northwich, Chester, Grocer. June 15 
at 11 at Angel Hotel, Dale st, Liverpool. Fletcher, Northwich 
Chamberlain, Charles, Kettering, Northampton, Joiner. June 14 at 
12 at offices of Rawlins and Son, Market Harborough 
Chambers, Richard, Preston, Saddler. June 165 at 10 at offices of 
Blackhurst, Fox st, Preston 
Chapman, Frederic, Woodmanstan, Surrey, Publisher. June 14 at 
2 at Inns of Court Hotel. Linklater & Co, Walbrook 
Chappell, Thomas, Bournemouth, Hants, Builder. June 21 at 1 at 
offices of Wade, Old Christchurch rd, Bournemouth 
Clegg, William Frederick, Lower Broughton, Salford, Bookkeeper. 
June 15 at 3 at Mitre Hotel, Cathedral gates, Manchester. Burton, 
Manchester 
Cliff, Reuben, Blackbrook, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. June 14 at 
11 at offices of Stevenson, Cheapside, Hanley 
Cockram, John Robert, Junction rd, Holloway, Jeweller. June 10 
at 3 at offices of Hopkins, Finsbury pavement 
Cockroft. Charles, Willington, Durham, Draper. June 17 at 11 at 
. offices of Chapman, Market pl, Durham 
Cockton, Nixon, Langrigg, Cumberland, Shoe Maker. Jurie 14 at 
a ; hed the Hare and Hounds. Inn, West st, Wigton. Lawson, 
igton 
Cook, Charles, Keppel st, Russell sq, Pianoforte Silker. June 17 at 
3 at offices of Chappell and Co, Golden sq 
Cubley, Harry, New Sleaford, Lincoln, Cattle Dealer. June 12 at 
11 at offices of Holdich, Westgate, New Sleaford 
Davis, Louisa, and James Beazer, Bristol, Furniture Dealers. June 
11 at 2 at offices of Sibly, Exchange West, Bristol 
Donnithorne, Edward George Moore, Colpe Lodge, Twickenham, 
oe in her Majesty’s Army. June 10 at 3 at offices of Munns 
and Longden, Old Jewry 
Duffin, Bradley Swallow, Oldham, Lancaster, Glass and General 
Dealer. June 14 at 3 at offices of Watson, Church lane, Oldham 
Edwards, Edward, Clun, Salop, Mason. June 14 at 11 at offices of 
Newill, Bishop’s Castle 
Firby, William, Leeds, Boot Maker. June 14 at 3 at offices of Maud, 
Albion st, Leeds 
Freeth, Frederick, Box, Wilts, Baker. 
Clarke, Union st, Bath 
Friend, Herman, Leeds, Tailor. June 11 at 3 at offices of Jenkinson, 
Albion st, Leeds 
Gale, George Edward, Gutter lane, Cheapside, Warehouseman. June 
21 at 3 at offices of Hughes, St Benet Place, Gracechurch st 
Gill, Mitchell, West Gorton, Lancashire, Grocer. June 15 at 3 at 
the Musley Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester. Sutton and Elliott, 
Manchester 


June 9 at 12 


June 11 at 3 at offices of 





Graham, William Hood, Bertiepod, Durham, Stationer. June 16 at 
3 at offices of Bell and Son, Church st, West Hartlepool 

Greaves, James, jun, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. June 15 at 
2 at offices of Tyler, Ann st, Birmingham 

Guthrie, John, Harrogate, York, Builder. June 12 at 3 at tho Alex.. 
andra Hotel, Harrogate 

Hacking, James, Preston, Provision Dealer, June 1lat3 at offices 
of Taylor, Guildhall, Preston 

Hanks, Richard, Croydon, Surrey, Tea Dealer. June 10 at 12 at 
the Bridge House Hotel, Borough High st. Arnold, Townhall 
chambers, Southwark 

Hardy, John, Manchester, Merchant. June 11 at 11 at offices of 
Sutcliffe and land, Booth st, Manchester 

Hatton, Joshua, Eastbourne, Sussex, Plumber. June 16 at 12 at 
the Law Institution, Chancery lane, London. Davenport and Co, 
Hastings 

Horsfall, John, Mirfield, York, out of business. June 16 at3 at offices 
of Sykes, Heckmondwike 

Hughes, Henry, Walton, Lancashire, Builder. June 14 at 2 at offices 
of Knowles, Cook st, Live 

Hunt, Charles, Heanor, Derby, Grocer. June 14 at 3 at offices of 
Clifton, St Peter’s chambers, Nottingham 

Isdahl, Michael Ludwig, Swansea, Commission Agent. June 14 
at 3 at offices of Cox, Adelaide chambers, Swansea 

Jeapes, Amos, Cheshunt, Herts, Butcher. June 23at 11 at offices of 
Rumney, Baker st, Enfield 

Kidd, Rebecca, Norwich, Haberdasher. June 12 at 2 at offices of 
Kent, St Andrew’s Hall Plain, Norwich 

Lancey, John, Neath, Glamorgan, Builder. June 10 at 3 at the Castle 
Hotel, Neath. Donague, Swansea 

Lea, William John, Adam st, Adelphi, Ventilating Engineer. June 18 
at 3 at 41, Maiden lane, Covent garden, Lewin and Co, Southamp- 
ton st, Strand 

Leak, Robert. Norwich, Wholesale Stationer. June 14 at 3 at offices 
of Sadd and Linay, Theatre st, Norwich 

Lee, George, Bishop’s rd, Paddington, Oyster Merchant. June 16 
at 2 at offices of Hamlin and Grammer, Staple inn, Holborn 

Marshall, John, Birmingham, out of business. June 10 at 3 at offices 
of Parry, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Morris, Henry Elias, Great St Andrew’s st, Seven Dials, Tailor. 
June 9 at 11 at offices of Willis, St Martin’s ct, Leicester sq 

Norman, William Brett, Treherne rd, Brixton,‘Builder. June 22 at@ 
at the Mason’s Hall Tavern, Basinghall st. Llewellyn, Finsbury 
circus 

Nuttall, Thomas, Radcliffe, Lancaster, Draper. June 14 at 3 at office 
of Anderton and Donnelly, Bury 

Osmond, John, South Norwood, Surrey, Mercantile Clerk. June 11 
at 2 at offices of Goldring, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

Page, William Henry, Gorleston, Suifolk, Shipwright. June 15 at 
11.30 at offices of Clarke, Regent st, Gt Yarmouth 

Palmer, Richard Mason, Clifton-on-Teme, Worcester, Grocer. June 
12 at 12 at offices of Knott, Foregate st, Worcester 

Parr, John, Birmingham, Tailor. June 14 at 11 at offices of Parr, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

Partridge, Thomas James Harris, Axminster, Devon, Colliery 
Agent. June 14 at 1 at Mermaid Hotel, Yeovil. Forward, Axmin- 
ster 

Pierrelee, Henry Gabriel, Bootle, Lancaster, Bookkeeper. June 14 
at 3 at offices of Carruthers, Lord st, Liverpool 

Power, John Edward, Stroud, Gloucester, Haulier. June 16 at 3 at 
offices of Witchell, Lansdown, Stroud 

Price, William Henry, jWidnes, Lancaster, Stationer. June 15 at 
2.30 at Lion Hotel, Warrington. Day avd Lake, Runcorn 

Quayle, William, Walton, Lancaster, Coal Merchant. June 12 at2 
at offices of Lowe, Mount Pleasant, Live 

Redford, George, Bishopston, Gloucester, Commercial Traveller. 
June 14 at 2 at offices of Sibly, West Exchange, Bristol 

Robinson, Jeremiah, Leeds, Furniture Broker. June 14 at3at 
offices of Ford and Warren, Albion st, Leeds 

Rohrbach, Fritz Louis, Old Compton st, Soho, Provision Merchant. 
June 25 at 2 at offices of Goldberg and Langdon, West st, Finsbury 
circus 

Hatton, William, sen, Bristol, Pastry Cook. June 11 at 2 at offices 
of Fussell and Co, Liverpool chambers, Corn st, Bristol 

Shelley, Enoch, Stoke-upon-Trent, Grocer. June 12 at 10.30 at 
the Copeland Arms Hotel, Stoke-upon-Trent. Bagnall, Stoke- 
upon-Trent 

Shutt, John, Hanley, out of business. June 9 at 2 at offices of 
Lawrence, Old Hall st, Hanley 

Simmonds, Thomas, Market pl, Barking rd, Tailor. June 15 at 3 at 
offices of Wolferstan and Co, Ironmonger lane, Cheapside 

Sinclair, Robert Cooper, Augustus st, Regent’s park, Manufacturer 
of Mineral Waters. June 9 at 1 at offices of Stevens and Co, Old 


Jewry 
Smith, Joseph Wood, Norfolk ter, Westbourne grove, Boot Maker. 


June 19 at 2 at offices of Browne, Talbotid, Bayswater. Morris, 
Mitre ct, Temple 

Smith, William Henry, and William Dicey, Southwark st, Borough, 
Tea Merchants. June 18 at 3 at offices of Izard, Arthur st East. 
Godden, Lime st 

Solomon, John, Birmingham, Tailor. June 14 at 11 at dffices of 
Taylor, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Spill, Samuel, Fishponds, Gloucester, out of business. June 12 at 
12 at offices of Collins, Broad st, Bristol. Reed and Cook, Bridg- 
water 

Stevenson, William, Lower Kennington lane, Draper. June 15 at ll 
at offices of Rexworthy, Cheapside 

Strange, John, Kidderminster, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. 
June 14 at 3 at the Coach and Horses Inn, Wribbenhall. Heming- 
way, Bewdley 7 

Styles, Thomas, Evesham, Worcester, Fish Dealer. June 16 at 12 
at offices of New and Co, Bridge st, Evesham 

Taylor, Willigm. Birkgnhead, Chester, Ironmonger. June 14 at3 at 
offices of Thompson, Hamilton st, Birkenhead 

Dan, Clydach, Llangyfelach Glamorgan, Shoemaker. 
June 8 at 11 at offices of Morgan, Wind st, Swansea 

Tremain, John Hicks, Padstow, Cornwall, Merchant. June 15 at 12 
at offices of Collins, St Columb, Cornwall. Chilcott, Truro 


Thomas, 
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Upjohn, Ambrose George, Scarborough, York, Grocer. June ll at3 
at offices of Richardson, Queen st, Scarboroug! 

Waite, Samuel, Menningtat, York, Bookseller. June 14 at 4 at 
offices of Atkinson and Wilson, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Wall, William, sen, Queeb, Eardisely, Hereford, Grocer. June 14 at 
11 at offices of Bodenham and Co, Kington 

Watts, Edward, Upper Grange rd, Old Kent rd, Contractor. June 
14 at 2 at offices of Jonas, Bishopsgate st, Within 

Whalley, William, Middleton, Lancaster, Innkeeper. June 15 at3 
at offices of Hall and Son, Fountain st, Manchester 

Wilkinson, Robert, Mossley, Chester, Builder. June 22 at 3 at Mitre 
Hotel, Cathedral gates, Manchester. Worth, Rochdale 

Williams, David, Carmarthen, Woollen Manufacturer. June 12 at 11 
at offices of Griffiths, St Mi: st, Carmarthen 

Wrest, Samuel, Batley, York, and Shoe Maker. June 16 at 4 
at offices of Wooler, Exchange buildings, Batley 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guarantesd Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 





. excess of fat extracted. 


The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage fcr Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break- 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTINa A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheape s 
bea Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pro 

ibited. 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d , &c., by Chemists and Grocers. 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


MR. G. H. JONES, 


SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 
(Opposite the British Museum), 
Will be gladto orward his Pampblet on Painless Dentistry, free 
enclosed by post, which explains the most unique system of the adjus 
ment of ARTIFICIAL TEETH without pain. 
CONSULTATION FREE FROM 10 TO 5. 








EDE AND S0N 
ROBE MAKERS 


Y NTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL'S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY CLERGY GOWNS, SC. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94. CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


M ORTGAGE.—£2,000 Wanted, on a fine Block of 
a =e at Mile End, at 5 per cent. Security undeniable. 
—Letters to T. B., 





140, Fenchurch-street. 





BEXLEY LOCAL BOARD. 
V\ 7 ANTED, by the above Board, a SOLICITOR to 
act as Clerk. His duties will be to advise the Board in all 
matters, and to include all Loan, but not contentious, business. He 
must reside in the district. Salary £75 per annum, subject to three 
months’ notice on either side. Applications and testimonials to be 
sent to me on or before the 8th day of June next. 
N.B.—No travelling expenses will be allowed. 
THOMAS KELSEY, Bexley. 


£7 will be paid to any SOLICITOR or other 
Gentleman, as a Bonus, for financing a Building Estate near 
London, the advances bearing interest at £5 per cent. per annum, 
and being not more than £6,000 at any time, and not exceeding two- 
thirds of the cost price of the houses, the builders making a large 
improved rental. Only principals need apply.—Address FRrxz- 
9 ge care of Mr. Drysdale, No. 31, John-street, Bedford-row, 








T.O «=60—6CAPITALISTS.)=«s and )=—s SOLICITORS. — 
: WANTED, the Advance of £200, £500, or more or less Spare 
Capiiai on good Reversionary Securities. Good Interest and other ad- 
vantages.— Address B., care of Smith, Stationer, 14, Cursitor-street, 
Chancery-lane, E.C. 


AW BOOK-KEEPER.—Wanted, bya firm of 

London Soticitors, a Young Clerk capable of taking charge of 

their Books, and to assist with Draft ore stating age, 

experience, and salary required, to G. T., care of Messrs. Drew, 
Wood, & Son, Law Stationers, Basinghall-street, London, E.C. 











THE ORIENT STEAM NAVIGATION COMPANY, LIMITED. 


Incorporated under the Companies Acte, 1862, 1867, and 1877, whereby the liability of the shareholders is limited to 
the amount of their shares. 


Authorised Capital £1,000,000 in 100,000 Shares of £10 each. Issue of 24,000 New Shares. 


Manaarrs—Messrs. F. Green & Co., and 
Messrs, Anderson, Anderson, & Co. 
BANKERS: 
Messrs. Barclay, Bevan, Tritton, & Co., 54, Lombard-street, London. 
Messrs. Williams, Deacon, Thornton, & Co., 20, Birchin-lane, London. 
Messrs. Arthur Heywood, Sons, & Co., Liverpool. 
Brokers : 
Messrs. Foster & Braithwaite, 27, Austin Friars, London. 
Messrs. G. & T. Irvine, 7, —_—e Fenwick-street, Liver- 
ol. 
PI, a 
Messrs. Parker & Co., St. Michael’s-alley, Cornhill, London. 
AUDITOR: 
John Young, Esq. (Messrs. Turquand, Youngs, & Co.), 41, Cole- 
man-street, London. 
Secretary : Silas Waymouth, Esq. 
Orricgs : 13, Fenchurch-avenue, London, E.C. 
ABRIDGED PROSPECTUS. 

The Managers of the Orient Steam Navigation Company (Limited), 
offer for subscription 24,000 Shares of the Company of £10 each, 
ee £240,000; which, with 36,000 shares already issued, 
wil constitute an issue of £600,000 out of the total authorised capital 
of £1,000,000. 

The Company was formed on the 12th February, 1878 (nothing 
being paid for good-will, nor by way of promotion money), to 
acquire and carry on the Orient Line of Steamers then running 
between London and Australia, and generally to engage in, and 
develope, the steam trade with Australia. 

The requirements of the trade are now such that it has been deter- 
mined to give the undertaking a more public character, and to offer 
for public subscription a portion of its capital. 

The Steamships belonging to the Company are the “ Lusitania,” 
borazo,”’ “Cuzco,” “Garonne,” and “Orient,” in‘all 20,783 
tons register, besides a Steam tender in Australia. 

The only liabilities of the Company, besides ordinary current ac- 
counts, are £93,850 raised on debentures at 5 per cent. interest, and 
£43,000 on bills payable, the greater partfof which latter amount con- 
sists of balance of purchase-money not yet due. 

The Company’s first steamer was despatched on 7th March, 1878. 
From that date to 31st December, 1879, the nett earnings of the Com- 
pany, after paying all preliminary and working expenses, including 
maintenance and insurance, have yielded the sum of £55,996, out of 
Which £32,345 has been carried to Reserve, and the balance paid in 
interest and dividends. 
the Remcrn a = ae Are ged commenced, bea conjunction with 

ic Steam Navigation Company, a regular Fortnightly Ser- 
vice between England and Australia.’ _— 

The present increase of capital is intended to enable the Orient 


“ 








Company to take up the full share of the service reserved tothem by 
their agreement with the Pacific Company, by building new Steamers 
and otherwise developing the business. 

The import and export trade of the Australasian Colonies for the 
year 1878 (the latest for which official returns are yet published) 
amounted to £94,742,703. 

It is estimated that nearly £8,000,000 will be realised from the ex- 
ports of the Colonies this season, in excess of last. , 

The export of fresh frozen meat is likely to yield an important 
addition to the Company’s earnings. A number of applications for 
space have already been received, and the necessary refrigerating 
machines are about to be fitted in the steamers to enable them to 
carry the meat on freight. 

The direct service of the Orient Line, consisting of first-class 
steamers sailing regularly at moderate intervals both ways by the 
best routes, has become a necessary link between England and her 
Australasian Colonies, the public having learnt by experience the 
special advantages which the Line offers for the conveyance of pas- 
sengers, merchandise, and mails. 

The Managers at present hold 10,360 Shares, and by their agree- 
ment with the Company mentioned below are bound to hold not less 
than 5,000 shares while they continue in the office of managers. 

On the 36,000 Shares already issued, £8 per Share is at present 
paid up. A similar sum is to be paid up on the 24,000 Shares now 
offered, in the following instalments, viz. :— 

£1 to be paid on application. 
£1 allotment. 
pe ps 30th September, 1880. 
‘. »,  3lst December, 1880. 
£2, 4, _ 31st March, 1881. ; 

Contracts of the following dates and between the following parties 
have been entered into, viz. :—21st January, 1878, between the Paci- 
fic Steam Navigation Company and Messrs. Anderson, Anderson, & 
Co. ; 28th January, 1878, between Messrs. Anderson, Anderson, & Co. 
and Messrs. F. Green & Co.; 29th January, 1878, between the 
Managers and Mr. George Slader, a Trustee for the Company ; 28th 
October, 1879, between the Company and the Pacific Steam Naviga- 
tion Company; 27th April, 1880, between the Company and the 
Managers. 

Full Prospectuses and Forms of Application may be obtained at 
the Company’s Offices ; and of the Bankers and Brokers. 

13, Fenchurch-avenue, London, 21st May, 1780. 


HE ORIENT STEAM NAVIGATION COM- 
PANY Lage i tage The List of Applications for the New 
Issue Of Shares will be closed on Saturday next, the 5th June. 
London,*May 3ist, 1880. BY ORDER 
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- BOROUGH OF BIRMINGHAM. 


; [HE Corporation is prepared to Accept LOANS of 
£100 and upwards, on security of the Local Rates, at £33 per 
cent., repayable at any time on six months’ notice, or for periods of 
three, four, or five years at £32 per cent. per annum. The Interest 
payable half-yearly. 
Offers of Loans to be addressed to 
WILLIAM R. HUGHES, Treasurer. 
Treasurer’s Department, The Council House, 
Eden-place, 10th April, 1879. 





CITY OF LIVERPOOL. 


‘WXHE Corporation of Liverpool require the Services 
ofa SOLICITOR to act as Clerk of Prosecutions. Salary 

. A statement of duties may be obtained from the Town Clerk. 
Applications, with Copies of Testimonials, to be sent in before 


the 19th of June, 1880. (By order) 
. JOSEPH RAYNER, Town Clerk. 
Town Clerk’s Office, Liverpool, May 22nd, 1880, 


AW.—WANTED, Managing Clerkship, by a 

i4 Solicitor of 12 years’ experience. Is accustomed to advise 

clients and te conduct Conveyancing, Chancery, and Common Law 

business without supervision.—Lgx, 1, Castleton-villas, Ashbourne. 
grove, East Dulwich. 


AW.—WANTED, by a SOLICITOR (recently 

4 admitted),thoroughly acquainted with Magisterial Practice 

and the general routine of a country office, an Engagement as Con- 

veyancing Clerk under slightsupervision. Salary moderate.—Ad- 
dress ALPHA, care of Mr. Gotelee, Odiham, Hants. 


© COUNTRY SOLICITORS.—The Friends of an 


Intelligent and Competent Young Man, aged 23, and who has 
served over four years of his articles in a London office, are anxious 
to place him with a Country Solicitor where his services would be 
received in full or part compensation for assistance given to complete 
his time and pass his Final Examination.—Address, 8. A., care of 
Messrs. Street, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, London, W.C. 


A YOUNG IRISH SOLICITOR, who has 


: practised in Ireland for four years, would be glad 10 re-serve 
his articles with a good London firm. No premium to be asked for. 
He would be willing to devots his whole time to the se:vice of the 
businers.—For particulars as to salary, &e., rlease apply to X. X., 41, 
Water'oo-street, Birmingham. 


Costs Drawn and Settled on Fair Terms by a 
YJ Solicitor who has had 20 years’ experience in sattling costs and 
legal accounts in offices with large pructices.—Aduess Costs, 117, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 


RELIMINARY EXAMINATION.—A Gentle- 

man Wishes his son Prepared for the October Examination. 

A provincial town preferred.—Address, with particulars, 656, “‘ Mid- 
land Counties Herald” Office, Birmingham. 




















AWYERS' PRAYER UNION.—It is proposed to 

_ hold another Social and Religious Meeting in London for 
Barristers and Solicitors, and their Clerks only, on THURSDAY, 
JUNE 17, 1880, Mr. ROBERT ANDERSON, LL.D., in the Chair. 
Any gentlemen in the Legal Profession, or their Clerks, who desire 
to attend, or will assist in inviting others, are requested to apply to 
Mr. H. C, Niszxt, 35, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 


EW OFFICES to be LET, specially adapted to 

_ the requirements of Solicitors.—The handsome First Floor, 
consisting of two rooms fitted with speaking tubes and every con- 
venience studied, in the newly-erected building, No. 7, Bell-yard, 
immediately facing the Royal Courts of Justice.—Rent moderate. 


OTLAND BAY, Isle of Wight, near Alum Bay. 

—TOTLAND BAY HOTEL. Magnificent sea views. Will 

open at Whitsuntide. Comfort, with moderate charges. Billiard 

room and tennis lawn. Bracing air. Excellent sands and promenade 

pier. Good anchorage for yachts.—Apply to Miss FLEmrne, 
Manageress, late of the Langham Hotel. 








ANTED to PURCHASE, to Complete a Set, 

Vols. 15 to 20 of the WEEKLY REPORTER.—State lowes: 

price for the whole or any single vol. to ALPHA, care of E. W. Owles, 

Esq., 22, Chancery-lane, W.C, 

ACHER’S DIGEST of the STAMP DUTIES, 

and of the JUDICIAL DECISIONS THEREON.—With Notes. 

By GUALTER C. GRIFFITH, of the Inner Temple. Barrister-at-Law, 

and gg Inland Revenue Department. Eighth Edition. Feap. 8vo, 
cloth, 8s. 


London : 29, Parliament-street. 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE, 


No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs to 


direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the advantages 
of his long experience of upwards of thirty years, in the special in- 
eertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued 
support.—N.B. One cops of advertisement only required, and the strictest 
care and promptitude assured. Officially stamped forms for adverstise 
ment and file of ** Luadon Gazstte”’ kept, By appointment. 








UEEN INSURANCE COMPANY. 
Cuter OFFicEs: 
QUEEN INSURANCE BUILDINGS, LIVERPOOL. 


60, GRACECHURCH STREET, LONDON. 
TWENTY-SECOND ANNUAL REPORT. 


The Report and accounts for the year 1879, presented to the Share. 
holders at the Annual Meeting, on Thursday, 20th May, 1880, at 
which Bernard Hall, Esq. (Mayor of Liverpool), presided, showed 


in the 
FIRE BRANCH, 
that the premims for 1879, after deducting Re-insurances, amounted 
to £491,942, and the losses to £300,643, or 61°11 per cent. 
IN THE LIFE BRANCH, 
that new policies had been issued for £235,470, and that the Life 
Fund, by the additions made to it in the year, now represents 67°4 
ad cent. of the entire net premiums received on every policy in 
‘orce. 
The surplus in the year’s Fire Account, amounting to £91,987, was 
disposed of as follows :— 
£40,000........ Added to Reserves. 
20,480.....-.. Carried forward to next Account 
$1,506 ..... Appropriated for Dividend. 
The Funds were shown hereafter to stand as follows :— 
Capital Paid-up ....... esceesecceeeceeees £180,035 
VOB. 000-2. c0rcce - 370,480 
Fire Accumulation 
Annuity Fund....... 


_ oe of the Company is now £595,276 

e Company has paid in satis- 

faction of 2 eiieecent 3,065,736 
J. Moncrizrr Witson, General Manager. 
T, Watton Tomson, Sub-Manager. 
J. K. Rumrorp, Secretary in London. 


Active and Influential Agents Wanted. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS in 
LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY or other Securities and 
Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans or Annuities thereon granted, 
by the EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMI- 
TED), 10, Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Kstabl:sted 1835, 
Cepital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be capitalized. 

F. 8. CLAYTON, 

Cc. H. CLAYTON, 


OVEREIGN LIFE OFFICE. 
FOUNDED A.D. 1845, 

The Report of the Directors, just presented to the Proprietors, states 
that since the last valuation the Funds had been increased by upwards 
of £120,000. 

ENDOWMENTS and ANNUITIES eranted on liberal te:ms, 

ASSURANCES adapted to all circumstances and climates. 

Copies of the Report and Balance-sheets can be had on application 
to H. D. DAVENPORT, Secretary. 


= STANDARD LIFE ASSURANCE COM- 








Joint 
Secretwrics, 








PANY.—Established 1825, 
ANNUAL REPORT, 1880. 
Amount of Assurances accepted.....-..-++00e £1,134,444 
Ditto during the last five years..cececeeoe eos 6,256 013 
Total assurances ...... 19,044,745 
Revenue -..00-soeve 796,459 
Invested Funds ....cccccccercccccccccccccsces Os014,132 


DIVISION OF PROFITS, 1889, 

THE PROFITS WHICH HAVE ARISEN SINCE 1875 will be di- 
vided among Policies in existence at the close of the current year, and 
assurances now eff-cted will participate. 

Since 1835 the Company has distributed THREE MILLIONS Sterling 
on Bonus additions to Policies, 

London: 82, King William-street, E.C., and 3, Pall Mall East, S.W. 
Dublin: 66, Upper Sackville-street. Manchester: 50, Spring-gardens. 
Liverpool: 10, Couk-street, 


Peewee ereeesreeces sees 





ESTABLISHED 1851. 


Ie KB -EBO. & BAN K.- 

Current Accounts opened according to the usual practice ot other 
Bankers, and Interest allowed on the minimum monthly balances, No 
commission charged for keeping Accounts. The Bank also receives 
money on Deposit at Three and a half per cent. Interest, repayable oa 
demand, The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of charge, the 
custody of Deeds, Writings, and other Securities and Valuables ; the col- 
lection of Bills of Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons; and the purchas* 
and sale ot Stocks and Shares, Letters of Credit and Circn!ar Notes 
issued for all parts of Europe and elsewhere. A Pamphlet, with full pat- 


ticulars, on application. 
FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, 


RESTAURANT PARISIEN 
(LATE MADME&. JANET), 
10, CASTLE-STREET, HOLBORN 
(OPPOSITE THE PRUDENTIAL INSURANCE COMPANY). 

First-class Luncheon Bar for gentlemen in the neighbourhood. Publi¢ 
and Private Dining Rooms. Dinners for 3s. 6d., 48. 6d., 5s. Gd., 78, 64., 
and 10s. 64. Will be served in the Private Dining Rooms; no extra 
charge for room or pianoforte. Choicest Wines, Beer, aud Spirits.— 
Proprietors, DorzR BROTHERS. 








